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               Rong Wang Abstract 
A COMPARISON OF ENGAGEMENT AND OVERALL INSTITUTIONAL SATISFACTION 
BETWEEN CHINESE INTERNATIONAL AND DOMESTIC STUDENTS IN THE UNITED 
STATES 
With the exponential growth in international students pursing postsecondary degrees in the U.S., 
an increasing number of faculty members and staff have raised questions and concerns about 
supporting international students’ academic engagement. Although prior studies have explored 
the educational experiences of international students in the United States (U.S.), few have 
investigated international student engagement at four-year institutions. Little is known about the 
engagement and overall institutional satisfaction of Chinese international students (CISs), the top 
represented international student group in the U.S., and how their experiences compare to those 
of U.S. domestic students (U.S. students). In this quantitative study, I compared CIS and U.S. 
student engagement in effective learning strategies (LS), collaborative learning (CL), and 
student-faculty interaction (SF), which may be influenced by culture, at U.S. four-year colleges 
and universities. I also examined the relationship between LS, CL, SF, and overall institutional 
satisfaction, and compared how such relationships vary between CISs and U.S. students. Finally, 
I investigated the variations of LS, CL, SF, and overall institutional satisfaction between first-
year and senior CISs, and I explored whether class standing moderates the effect of country of 
origin on LS, CL, SF, and overall institutional satisfaction. The data was from the 2015 
administration of the National Survey of Student Engagement, a large-scale and multi-
institutional survey. This study contributes an important dimension to the existing literature 
regarding CIS engagement in U.S. higher education. Using Hofstede’s (2001) Dimensions of 
Culture (e.g., individualism vs. collectivism, uncertainty avoidance, and power distance) as the  
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conceptual grounding, this study helps CISs and U.S. students establish a mutual understanding 
of each other’s engagement in LS, CL, and SF. This study also provides recommendations and 
implications to faculty and practitioners for supporting the cross-cultural integration and mutual 
engagement of CISs, even the entire international student group, and U.S. students through 
college teaching, learning, student advising, and co-curricular activities.     
 
 
_____________________________________ 
Thomas F. Nelson Laird, Ph.D. 
Chairperson 
 
 
_____________________________________ 
Alexander C. McCormick, Ph.D. 
 
 
_____________________________________ 
Megan M. Palmer, Ph.D. 
 
 
_____________________________________ 
Hilary E. Kahn, Ph.D. 
 
 
 
 
 
 ix 
 
Table of Contents 
Acceptance Form ............................................................................................................................ ii 
Copyright Page............................................................................................................................... iii 
Dedication ...................................................................................................................................... iv 
Acknowledgements ......................................................................................................................... v 
Abstract ......................................................................................................................................... vii 
Table of Contents ........................................................................................................................... ix 
Chapter One: Introduction .............................................................................................................. 1 
Overview of Dissertation ......................................................................................................... 2 
Problem Statement................................................................................................................... 3 
Purpose of the Study ................................................................................................................ 6 
Research Questions ................................................................................................................. 7 
Significance of the Study......................................................................................................... 8 
Definition of Key Concepts ................................................................................................... 12 
Chinese International Students ........................................................................................ 12 
U.S. Students ................................................................................................................... 12 
Student Engagement ........................................................................................................ 13 
Effective Learning Strategies .......................................................................................... 13 
Collaborative Learning .................................................................................................... 13 
Student-faculty Interaction .............................................................................................. 13 
Culture ............................................................................................................................. 13 
Chapter Two: Review of the Literature ........................................................................................ 14 
The Internationalization of U.S. Higher Education in an Era of Globalization .................... 14 
 x 
 
Globalization and student transnational mobility .................................................................. 16 
Distinguishing globalization and internationalization in higher education ..................... 17 
The role of international students in the internationalization of U.S. higher education .. 18 
International Students’ Educational Experiences in the U.S. ................................................ 19 
Student Engagement .............................................................................................................. 23 
Theoretical framework of student engagement ............................................................... 23 
College student engagement in the U.S. .......................................................................... 26 
International student engagement in the U.S. .................................................................. 26 
Effective Learning Strategies ................................................................................................ 29 
Collaborative Learning .......................................................................................................... 31 
Student-faculty Interaction in Academic Activities .............................................................. 33 
Student Engagement Varies between Students with Different Class Standings ................... 37 
Student Satisfaction with Educational Experiences and Institutions .................................... 39 
Conceptual Grounding........................................................................................................... 40 
Hofstede’s dimensions of culture .................................................................................... 41 
Critiques of Hofstede’s dimension of culture .................................................................. 43 
The role of culture in student engagement ...................................................................... 44 
Hypotheses of Findings ......................................................................................................... 47 
Summary of the Literature Review ....................................................................................... 51 
Chapter Three: Research Methodology ........................................................................................ 54 
Source of Data ....................................................................................................................... 54 
NSSE ............................................................................................................................... 54 
Main measurement .......................................................................................................... 55 
 xi 
 
Psychometric properties of NSSE ................................................................................... 58 
Data Collection, Sampling Method, and Sample Description ............................................... 59 
CIS sample description .................................................................................................... 61 
U.S. sample description ................................................................................................... 62 
Analytical Methods ............................................................................................................... 65 
Study Limitations .................................................................................................................. 75 
Chapter Four: Results ................................................................................................................... 79 
Results of the First Research Question .................................................................................. 79 
Results of the Second Research Question ............................................................................. 88 
Results of the Third Research Question ................................................................................ 92 
Results of the Fourth Research Question .............................................................................. 96 
Results of the Fifth Research Question ............................................................................... 102 
Chapter Five: Discussion and Implications ................................................................................ 110 
Discussion of Findings ........................................................................................................ 110 
Theoretical Implications of Hofstede’s Dimensions of Culture .......................................... 114 
Implications for Research .................................................................................................... 115 
Implications for Practices .................................................................................................... 118 
Conclusion ........................................................................................................................... 126 
References ................................................................................................................................... 128 
Appendix A: Application for Non-Hunan Subjects Research .................................................... 152 
Appendix B: NSSE Data Using Agreement ............................................................................... 154 
Appendix C: NSSE 2015 Web Survey Instrument ..................................................................... 158 
Appendix D: NSSE Engagement Indicators ............................................................................... 168 
 xii 
 
Appendix E: NSSE 2015 Codebook ........................................................................................... 170 
Appendix F: Descriptive Analysis of Scales, Measure, and Their Individual Items…………...192 
Curriculum Vitae ..............................................................................................................................   
 
Chapter One: Introduction 
In the book Understanding the International Student Experience, Montgomery (2010) 
claimed that “internationalization is part of the contextual background to the spread of 
international students in higher education across the globe” (p. 3). The numbers of international 
students attending U.S. colleges and universities have dramatically increased during the 21st 
century. According to the 2016 Open Doors Report, the number of international students at 
colleges and universities in the U.S. reached a record high of 1,043,839 in the 2015-16 academic 
year, an increase of 7% from 2014-15 (974,926) (Institute of International Education, 2016). 
This 7% increase was slightly lower than the growth rate of international students in the 2014-15 
academic year, which was 10%—the highest proportional increase since the 1978-79 academic 
year. Notably, the number of international students in the U.S. reached a record of over one 
million for the first time during the 2015-16 academic year (Institute of International Education, 
2016). Among the 20 million students who were enrolled at U.S. colleges and universities, 
international students represented nearly 5% of the entire postsecondary population in the 2015-
16 academic year, in comparison with 4% in the 2014-15 academic year. Among international 
students, 78% were degree seekers. Remarkably, the number of international students has 
increased by 91% since 2000 (Institute of International Education, 2016). 
Among the entire international student enrollment at U.S. campuses in the 2015-16 
academic year, students from China, India, Saudi Arabia, and South Korea represented 60% of 
international students (China: 32%; India: 16%; Saudi Arabia: 6%; and South Korea: 6%) 
(Institute of International Education, 2016). It is worth noting that China, India, and South Korea 
have ranked in the top three leading places of origin every year from 2012 to 2015. The 
proportion of CISs has been the highest among the sub-groups of international students enrolled 
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in U.S. higher education since 2006 (Institute of International Education, 2016). The number of 
Saudi Arabian students in the U.S. surpassed the number of South Korean students in the 2015-
16 academic year, moving up to third in the ranking of top places of origin of international 
students (Institute of International Education, 2016).  
The number of CISs in the U.S. increased from 304,040 in the 2014-15 academic year to 
328,547 in the 2015-16 academic year, an 8% increase (Institute of International Education, 
2016). In the 2014-15 academic year, the number of Chinese undergraduate students studying in 
the U.S. outnumbered Chinese graduate students for the first time (Institute of International 
Education, 2015). Due to a large portion of CISs in U.S. colleges and universities, an increasing 
number of faculty members and staff have encountered a different demographic of students than 
they are used to, from students with different learning preferences to students with different 
levels of understanding about U.S. culture. Therefore, understanding CIS engagement, learning 
preferences, and satisfaction, and comparing CIS educational experiences with those of U.S. 
students, has become increasingly important for scholars and practitioners in U.S. higher 
education. 
Overview of Dissertation 
This dissertation aimed to compare CIS and U.S. student usage of effective learning 
strategies, collaborative learning, and student-faculty interaction; it explored the relationship 
between these three engagement activities and students’ overall institutional satisfaction; and 
examined how such relationships vary between CISs and U.S. students. Chapter One began with 
the problem statement and the purpose of this study. After presenting my research questions, I 
described the significance of the study and defined key concepts. Chapter Two started with a 
review of the scholarly literature related to internationalization in U.S. higher education. Then, 
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the literature review focused on international students’ educational experiences and student 
engagement with academic life in the U.S., specifically concentrating on students’ learning 
strategies, collaborative learning, and student-faculty interaction. This was followed by a 
discussion of the conceptual groundings of this study in terms of the impact of culture on student 
engagement and learning. The chapter presented a set of hypotheses of findings and justification 
of those hypotheses, and then concluded with a discussion of existing gaps in the current 
literature and an explanation of how this dissertation addressed those gaps. Chapter Three 
illustrated the methodology of the dissertation, such as the data source, measures, sampling 
methods, and data analyses. Justification of the data analysis method I chose was presented. 
Chapter Three also included descriptive tables of samples. The end of the chapter contained the 
limitations of the study overall. After a presentation of the study’s findings and a comparison 
between the findings and the hypotheses in Chapter Four, the final chapter contained ideas or 
suggestions for future studies as well as potential implementations of and recommendations for 
future practices.  
Problem Statement 
 As more and more international students, especially CISs, pursue degrees at colleges and 
universities in the U.S., international students’ educational experiences have attracted a fairly 
large amount of attention from faculty members and staff. However, many international students 
are underserved at many colleges and universities, either because of university representatives’ 
lack of understanding about their international students’ educational experiences, or due to 
insufficient resources and support being provided by institutions for international students. For 
international students, studying in a foreign country brings challenges in several areas of the 
collegiate experience (Zhao, Kuh, & Carini, 2005). For U.S. colleges and universities, simply 
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enrolling international students is not enough to ensure their academic success and development. 
It is important for colleges and universities to make efforts to serve, retain, and graduate 
international students (Byrd, 1991). Hence, a deeper understanding of CIS engagement in U.S. 
colleges and universities is strongly necessary. Understanding CIS engagement in U.S. colleges 
and universities will effectively help faculty members and staff accommodate CIS unique 
academic needs, and then promote their outcomes in college.  
Among the numerous studies which exist about CIS overseas educational experiences, 
only a few studies have examined undergraduate CIS educational experiences in the U.S. context 
(e.g., Chen & Ross, 2015; Cheng & Erben, 2012; Hsieh, 2007; Ross & Chen, 2015; Su & 
Harrison, 2016; Valdez, 2015; Wan, 1999; Yan & Berliner, 2011, 2011; Ye, 2006; Yuan, 2011). 
A number of prior studies have explored CIS educational experiences in Australia (Edwards, 
2008; Ramsay, Barker, & Jones, 1999), Canada (Beres & Woloshyn, 2017; Zhou, Knoke, & 
Sakamoto, 2005), New Zealand (Holmes, 2004, 2006), and the United Kingdom (e.g., Chan, 
1999; De Vita, 2001; Gao, 2006; Li, Chen, & Duanmu, 2010; Mathias, Bruce, & Newton, 2013). 
U.S. higher education is well known for its diverse student population and unique education 
system. Though studies have explored general international student engagement in the U.S. 
context (Zhao, Kuh, & Carini, 2005; Korobova, 2012), little is known about CIS engagement in 
U.S. colleges and universities, especially regarding their engagement in learning strategies, 
collaborative learning, and student-faculty interaction, the key indicators of engagement used in 
this study.  
Specifically, newer understandings of CIS educational experiences in U.S. four-year 
colleges and universities is sorely needed. Among prior studies about CIS educational 
experiences in U.S. colleges and universities, a large portion addressed students’ experiences in 
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short-term exchange programs or language training programs (Neuby, 2012; Huang & Brown, 
2009; Huang, 2005, 2006), rather than students’ longer-term experiences at four-year 
institutions. Moreover, many studies on CIS educational experiences were conducted during the 
1980s or 1990s (Fingar & Reed, 1981; Huang, 1997; Martinsons & Martinsons, 1996; Wan, 
1999; Yee, 1989); these characteristics of the relevant research literature means our 
understanding about these educational experiences is likely out of date.  
Little is known about CIS overall institutional satisfaction in the U.S. Research has 
shown that students’ commitment to degree completion and to the institution are significantly 
related to students’ overall institutional satisfaction (Pascarella, Smart, & Ethington, 1986). A 
better understanding of international students’ satisfaction with the college experience can help 
faculty members and staff provide sufficient support and resources to international students. 
Zhao, Kuh, and Carini (2005) compared international and U.S. student engagement in effective 
educational practices, self-reported gains, and satisfaction. They used data from the 2001 
National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE), which measured the time and energy that 
college students spend participating in academic and co-curricular activities. When they 
examined the variation of student satisfaction between international students and U.S. students, 
Zhao, Kuh, and Carini (2005) found that both first-year and senior international students had 
lower levels of satisfaction with their overall college experiences than did their U.S. 
counterparts. Nevertheless, the relationship between students’ learning strategies, collaborative 
learning, and student-faculty interaction, and students’ overall institutional satisfaction remains 
unknown, and therefore, more knowledge is needed regarding how these relationships vary 
between CISs and U.S. students.  
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Building on Zhao, Kuh, and Carini’s (2005) study, Korobova (2012) used the 2008 
administration of NSSE data to compare student engagement, satisfaction, and academic success 
between international students and U.S. students. Korobova (2012) found a significant 
relationship between international students’ satisfaction with their collegiate experiences and 
effective educational practices, such as the level of academic challenge, student-faculty 
interaction, and supportive campus environment. However, little is known about the relationship 
between CIS overall institutional satisfaction with their engagement activities, such as utilizing 
effective learning strategies, collaborative learning, and student-faculty interaction. 
Purpose of the Study 
I aimed to obtain a deeper understanding of CIS engagement that associates with teaching 
and learning activities and behaviors in U.S. colleges and universities; I also aimed to show how 
this engagement may differ from that of U.S. students. Student engagement reflects the time and 
energy students devote to academic and co-curricular activities, which is closely related to 
student development and gains (Kuh, 2003). Based on existing studies comparing student 
engagement between international and U.S. students (Zhao, Kuh, & Carini, 2005; Korobova, 
2012), I specifically explored how student engagement varies between CISs and U.S. students in 
learning strategies, collaborative learning, and student-faculty interaction. In addition, I aimed to 
explore the relationship between CIS learning strategies, collaborative learning, student-faculty 
interaction, and their overall institutional satisfaction. Finally, I investigated how such 
relationships may vary not only between CISs and U.S. students, but also between first-year and 
senior CISs.  
This study focuses on CIS and U.S. student engagement in learning strategies, 
collaborative learning, and student-faculty interaction for two reasons. First, learning strategies, 
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collaborative learning, and student-faculty interaction are not only closely related to student 
learning and college teaching activities and behaviors, but they also reflect students’ interactions 
with salient persons associated with their learning, such as peer students and faculty members. In 
other words, this study examined the intrinsic and extrinsic elements that influence students’ 
learning on a daily basis. Second, learning strategies, collaborative learning, and student-faculty 
interaction may be influenced by culture, and may vary among students with different cultural 
backgrounds. Additionally, learning strategies, collaborative learning, and student-faculty 
interaction may change during students’ acculturation processes. More justification for focusing 
on learning strategies, collaborative learning, and student-faculty interaction will be presented in 
Chapter Two in the discussion of this study’s conceptual grounding.  
Practically, through this study, I hope to help faculty members and staff better understand 
CIS educational experiences in the U.S., especially their engagement with learning strategies, 
collaborative learning, and student-faculty interaction as well as their overall institutional 
satisfaction. Specifically, readers will not only be able to explore students’ learning behaviors, 
but also, to obtain an idea of their interactions with peers and faculty members over the course of 
the learning process. In addition, examining students’ learning strategies—especially the 
effective learning strategies of CISs—will help readers understand patterns of CIS learning 
strategies as these students adjust to different learning environments in U.S. colleges and 
universities.  
Research Questions 
 This study is guided by the following five research questions:  
1. How frequently do CISs utilize effective learning strategies, collaborative learning, and 
student-faculty interaction as they study in colleges and universities in the U.S.? To what 
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extent do CISs and U.S. students vary in learning strategies, collaborative learning, and 
student-faculty interaction, controlling for student demographic characteristics, 
educational aspiration, and grades? 
2. What is the relationship between CIS learning strategies, collaborative learning, student-
faculty interaction, and their overall institutional satisfaction? 
3. How does the relationship between student utilization of learning strategies, collaborative 
learning, student-faculty interaction, and overall institutional satisfaction vary between 
CISs and U.S. students? 
4. To what extent do first-year and senior CISs differ in their utilization of learning 
strategies, collaborative learning, student-faculty interaction, after controlling for student 
demographic characteristics, educational aspiration, and grades? To what extent do first-
year and senior CISs differ in overall institutional satisfaction, controlling for CIS 
learning strategies, collaborative learning, student-faculty interaction, and a set of student 
characteristics? 
5. Does a student’s country of origin (China vs. the U.S.) moderate the impact of class 
standing (first-year vs. senior) on learning strategies, collaborative learning, student-
faculty interaction, and overall institutional satisfaction? 
Significance of the Study 
 CISs have become the largest group among the entire international student population in 
U.S. higher education (Institute of International Education, 2016). An increasing number of 
scholars and practitioners have become aware of the significance of studying CIS engagement 
and learning in the U.S. context, and they are devoted to understanding how it differs from the 
engagement and learning of U.S. students. However, because of a small number of studies 
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regarding support for CIS engagement, especially their learning strategies, collaborative 
learning, and student-faculty interaction in U.S. higher education, scholars and practitioners have 
few resources to guide their practices or share with others.  
This study will add theoretical, empirical, and practical value to college teaching, 
learning, and student engagement. The findings of this study will be beneficial for faculty 
members, student affairs professionals, learning advisors, and students themselves for 
understanding differences in student experiences as they prepare for classes, exams, and 
deliverables. Specific explanations of those benefits are expanded from the third to the fifth 
points in the following paragraphs. Moreover, integrating the findings of this study and best 
practices in student engagement, I proposed effective strategies for college and university 
leaders, faculty members, and staff in supporting CISs and enriching the collegiate experience 
for every student.  
First, I used a relatively new dataset to examine student engagement and student overall 
institutional satisfaction among CISs and U.S. students. Prior studies have examined and 
compared international and U.S. student engagement and student satisfaction with their college 
(Zhao, Kuh, & Carini, 2005; Korobova, 2012). Nevertheless, due to a limitation of the old NSSE 
datasets, both Zhao, Kuh, and Carini’s (2005) and Korobova’s (2012) studies were unable to 
identify international students’ countries of origin. Rather, Zhao, Kuh, and Carini (2005) and 
Korobova (2012) treated international students as one large group, which hindered their 
understandings of the inner group variance of international student engagement. In this study, I 
took a step forward to examine the engagement of CISs and U.S. students, respectively. My 
study uses the 2015 NSSE data to specifically examine the differences between CISs and U.S. 
students in three NSSE engagement indicators: learning strategies, collaborative learning, and 
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student-faculty interaction; these indicators are closely associated with student learning 
outcomes. Furthermore, I also explored the relationship between these three engagement 
indicators and students’ overall satisfaction with their institutions. The results may help U.S. 
colleges and universities with their efforts in understanding and supporting CIS engagement 
activities. Colleges and universities may be able to make plans for supporting a specific student 
group in a strategic manner.   
Second, this study enriches the existing scholarship by adding to researchers’ and 
practitioners’ understandings of CIS engagement in the U.S. context. Many studies have 
assumed that international students should be treated or encouraged to become like U.S. students 
or have focused on getting international students adjusted and accustomed to the U.S. education 
system (Andrade, 2006; Ladd & Ruby, 1999; Lin & Yi, 1997). However, by expecting 
international students to act exactly like U.S. students, U.S. colleges and universities have lost 
the original intention and benefits of having cultural diversity on campus (Redden, 2014). The 
findings of this study can help U.S. colleges and universities obtain a better understanding of the 
engagement of their CISs, by allowing them to examine the services and resources they offer not 
only to CISs but also to the entire international student body. 
Third, faculty members can utilize the findings of this study to reexamine their 
approaches toward teaching CISs as well as their perceptions of different students’ cultures. 
Many faculty members have noticed that non-English speakers are unfamiliar with U.S. 
classroom norms, such as active class participation, frequent group work, and criticizing the 
ideas of faculty members and peers, which can create many challenges in college teaching 
(Carroll & Ryan, 2005). Faculty members are sometimes frustrated with the challenges posed by 
this resulting culture clash (Redden, 2014). Internationalization in U.S. higher education not only 
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changes student demographics in college classes, but may also influence the instructional 
techniques that faculty members employ (Carroll & Ryan, 2005). By understanding the 
differences in student learning preferences and how those behaviors are embedded in students’ 
culture, I recommended that faculty members constantly reflect on their teaching behaviors, 
adjust pedagogies or instructional techniques for accommodating different learning preference, 
and create more inclusive learning environments for all students enrolled in their courses. 
Fourth, the findings of this study will help student affairs professionals and learning 
advisors better support international students in learning cross-culturally. Student affairs 
professionals and learning advisors who work closely with international students, such as 
academic advisors, specialists at teaching and learning centers, and those who teach 
undergraduate courses, are ideal audiences of this study. Its findings and recommendations will 
equip student affairs professionals and learning advisors with more knowledge and tools as they 
collaborate with faculty members on supporting international students within higher education 
organizations.  
Fifth, the findings and recommendations of this study will help both CISs and U.S. 
students reflect on their own learning-related engagement behaviors. Students can become better 
aware of the learning preferences of their counterparts within diverse learning environments. 
CISs and U.S. students can establish a mutual understanding of each other’s learning preferences 
cross-culturally and promote their diversity awareness and appreciation. More importantly, they 
will be able to support each other in various academic activities, such as course projects and 
study groups. Mutual understanding and peer support between CISs and U.S. students is essential 
for promoting academic achievement across the university.  
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Sixth, this study adds an important piece to the field of internationalization in higher 
education regarding CIS educational experiences in U.S. higher education. The findings and 
implications of this study may also provide insights into CIS engagement in other English-
dominant countries that may face similar questions about enrolling a growing number of 
international students or recognizing the need to support international student engagement, such 
as the United Kingdom, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand. Although there might be cultural 
differences in higher education institutions among these countries, this study lays the 
groundwork for fundamental conversations to take place among scholars and practitioners about 
supporting international students in different countries; it could also facilitate cross-national 
collaborations aimed at helping international students succeed in higher education. 
Definitions of Key Concepts 
Chinese International Students (CISs). CISs in this study refers to students who 
identified their countries of origin as “China,” “Hong Kong,” “Macau,” or “Taiwan” in the 2015 
NSSE; mainly received their primary and secondary education in China, Hong Kong, Macau, or 
Taiwan; may hold F-1 (Student) or J-1(Exchange Visitor) visas in the U.S.; and are pursuing a 
postsecondary degree or degrees at a four-year college or university. CISs in this study share a 
common Confucian-heritage cultural background.  
U.S. Students. U.S. students in this study refers to U.S. citizens who mainly received 
their primary, secondary, and postsecondary education in the U.S. However, due to the limitation 
of the data, when selecting the U.S. student sample, I used the definition of U.S. students in the 
2015 NSSE—students who responded “No” to Question 31a: “Are you an international student?” 
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Student Engagement. Student engagement is “the time and energy students devote to 
educationally sound activities inside and outside of the classroom, and the policies and practices 
that institutions use to induce students to take part in these activities” (Kuh, 2003, p. 25). 
Effective Learning Strategies. Effective learning strategies in this study refers to the 
techniques and skills that allow leaners to most efficiently utilize their strengths when 
accomplishing a specific learning task (Conti & Fellenz, 1991; Riding & Sadler-Smith, 1997). 
Collaborative Learning. I used the definition of collaborative learning proposed by 
Barkley, Cross and Major (2014). Collaborative learning encompasses “the learning activities 
expressly designed for and carried out through pairs or small interactive groups” (Barkley, Cross, 
& Major, 2014, p. 4). Collaborative learning is one of the most frequently used umbrella terms 
that describes “interactive group learning” (Barkley, Cross, & Major, 2014, p.3). 
Student-faculty Interaction. Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, Whitt and associates (2010) claimed 
that student-faculty interaction can be classified into the following types: academic advising, 
providing prompt and extensive feedback on students’ work, working closely with students in 
research and scholarly projects, and utilizing technologies to interact with students. Student-
faculty interaction in this study specifically refers to direct contact, formal or informal, between 
students and faculty members inside and outside of the classroom, and in academic and non-
academic contexts.  
Culture. Lustig and Koester (2013) defined culture as “a learned set of shared 
interpretations about beliefs, values, norms, and social practices, which affect the behaviors of a 
relatively large group of people” (p. 25).  
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Chapter Two: Review of the Literature 
This chapter is composed of three sections that present the scholarly literature regarding 
the educational approaches and behaviors of CISs and U.S. students in U.S. colleges and 
universities. The first section aims to draw a broad picture of the process and impact of 
internationalization in U.S. higher education in an era of globalization, and examines the salient 
role of international students in the internationalization of U.S. higher education. Then 
international students’ educational experiences in the U.S. are discussed. The second section of 
this chapter focuses on discussing the educational experiences of CISs in U.S. colleges and 
universities. Students’ engagement with learning strategies, collaborative learning, and student-
faculty interaction are reviewed. Next, students’ satisfaction with their educational experiences 
and the relationship between their learning strategies, collaborative learning, student-faculty 
interaction, and satisfaction with their educational experiences are presented. The third section 
illustrates the conceptual grounding of this study. Using Hofstede’s (2001) Dimension of 
Culture, the relationship between student engagement, student learning, and cultural differences 
are discussed. Based on the relationship between student engagement, student learning, and 
cultural differences implied by the literature, anticipated findings or hypotheses of this study are 
described. Finally, the gaps in the current scholarly literature and how this dissertation will 
address those gaps are discussed.  
The Internationalization of U.S. Higher Education in an Era of Globalization 
Internationalization in higher education has been an explicit phenomenon in U.S. higher 
education in the 21st century, and has been explicitly included in the mission statement of many 
institutions. For example, Indiana University’s mission is “to create, disseminate, preserve, and 
apply knowledge. It does so through its commitments to cutting-edge research, scholarship, arts, 
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and creative activity; … to culturally diverse and international educational programs and 
communities” (Indiana University, n.d.-a). Institutions also integrate internationalization into 
their campus policies, such as human resources, risk management, advising, and finance 
(Bissonette & Woodin, 2013). The features of an internationalized campus can be seen from 
various perspectives, such as: internationalized curricula; a growing number of international 
students, scholars, and faculty members; and frequent communication and exchanges with 
overseas institutions. 
Saldanha (2002) claimed that globalization is a process of the “formations of spaces in 
which economics, technologies, policies, things and bodies from different places intermingle” (p. 
338). Salmi (2002) argued that globalization is “the complex integration of capital, technology, 
and information across national boundaries in such a way as to create an increasingly integrated 
world market, with the direct consequence that more and more countries and firms have no 
choice but to compete in the global economy” (p. 24). Johnstone (2010) argued that 
supranational globalization has blurred the borders of a nation and a state. All of the above 
scholars mentioned some common trends and characteristics of globalization, including 
intermingling, integration, and interconnectedness. 
The impact of globalization has penetrated various fields. Higher education is a field that 
has undergone many shifts and changes under globalization, such as the increasingly frequent 
mobility of students and scholars, and more communication among scholars from different 
countries and regions. Another phenomenon is more and more colleges and universities 
establishing branch campuses overseas or developing partnerships with overseas colleges and 
universities. Varghese (2008) stated that “cross-border education, in the context of globalization, 
has become a market-driven activity involving numerous providers and attracting thousands of 
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students who are willing to buy these services at international prices” (p. 11). Additionally, with 
globalization, higher education has had a new role in cultivating an international and 
multicultural outlook to meet the requirements of a global labor market focused on knowledge 
production (Varghese, 2008). 
Globalization and student transnational mobility. Student transnational mobility is an 
important phenomenon of cross-border education and the result of a supply-demand gap in 
education in many countries of origin for international students, such as China (Valdez, 2015). 
Students’ transnational mobility is not only important for individuals’ academic, professional, 
and social development, but also important to the talent circulation between receiving and 
sending countries. By studying in the U.S., international students will be able to develop a set of 
skills such as personal growth, cross-cultural awareness and communication, and global 
understanding. In addition, they will also complete educational attainment and obtain promising 
career opportunities (Dwyer & Peters, 2004; Lee, Therriault, & Linderholm, 2012; Waters & 
Brooks, 2010).  
Students’ transnational mobility also promotes the frequency with which global talent 
circulates throughout the world. Hazen and Alberts (2013a) believed that Western countries 
greatly benefit from their ability to attract a large number of overseas students. In particular, 
Marginson (2008) argued that student migration in an era of globalization is dominated by 
doctoral granting universities led by the Ivy League schools, and globalization is actually a “one-
way influence of American institutions on the rest of the world” (p. 6). Meanwhile, academic 
migration in globalization is a brain drain for low-income or emerging countries (Hazen & 
Alberts, 2013a; Marginson, 2008). However, several scholars argued that, in an era of 
globalization, the ideas of brain drain and brain gain do not exist anymore. Rather, they have 
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been replaced by “brain circulation.” Brain circulation reflects the increasingly multidirectional 
nature of an international flow of talent. With brain circulation, mutual benefits in skills, capital, 
and technology are created for both the sending and the receiving countries (Bhandari & 
Blumenthal, 2011; Cao, 1996; Saxenian, 2005). 
Distinguishing globalization and internationalization in higher education. In the field 
of higher education, some scholars believe that the terms internationalization, globalization, and 
global engagement can be used interchangeably (Urban & Bierlein Palmer, 2014). However, 
echoing Johnstone’s (2010) argument, I believe that globalization and internationalization should 
be distinguished from each other. Globalization and internationalization in higher education 
focus separately on influencing change at different levels. This study mainly focused on 
international student engagement in the U.S. at the student level, and it investigated how 
supporting CISs in engagement will contribute to enhancing internationalization at U.S. colleges 
and universities. 
Globalization is a global phenomenon and a long-term process that has been expedited 
and intensified because of the fast development of technology, computer, and the Internet 
(Maringe & Foskett, 2012). Hannerz (1996) claimed that globalization is closely related to the 
growth of long-distance interconnectedness. Factors that affect long-distance interconnectedness 
can be various, such as people’s environments, human bodies, and overseas merchandise 
(Hannerz, 1996). Taking the role of CISs as an example, as the world becomes smaller in the era 
of globalization, more and more CISs choose to study abroad, such as pursuing college degrees 
in the U.S.  
The internationalization of higher education is the key strategic response to globalization 
at the institutional level, which means that globalization and internationalization are connected 
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and reciprocally influence one another (Maringe & Foskett, 2012). Built on interconnectedness 
among nations and states, internationalization in higher education usually stands for importing or 
exporting students, scholars, ideas, and operational modes under the influence of governmental 
policies (Johnstone, 2010). Knight (2003) claimed that, at the national, sector, or institutional 
levels, internationalization can be defined as “the process of integrating an international, 
intercultural or global dimension into the purpose, functions or delivery of post-secondary 
education” (p. 2). Continued from the previous example about the role of CISs in globalization, 
the worldwide mobility of CISs, such as studying in the U.S., may stimulate colleges and 
universities to come up strategies that respond to globalization on the institutional level—
enrolling more CISs and internationalizing their curricula. Due to the interconnectedness of 
internationalization and globalization, the increased enrollment of CISs will contribute to 
furthering globalization to some extent.  
The role of international students in the internationalization of U.S. higher 
education. In the global brain circulation process, international students play an active role in 
enhancing the internationalization of U.S. higher education (Altbach & Knight, 2007). 
International students are considered to be one of the most diverse groups on U.S. college and 
university campuses, not only because they represent 220 countries and regions in the world 
(Institute of International Education, 2016), but also because of their racial and ethnic 
identifications, nationalities, languages, socioeconomic statuses, religious and cultural 
backgrounds, and political views (Hanassab, 2006; Spencer-Rodgers, 2001). Beyond 
contributing over 30.5 billion dollars to the U.S. economy, international students also contribute 
international perspectives through academic interactions with faculty members and peers, and 
enhance their departments’ academic reputations, rankings, and global connections (Andrade, 
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2006; Eland & Thomas, 2013; Institute of International Education, 2016; Lee, 2014). 
International students also help domestic students who may not have opportunities to study 
abroad by enriching their learning experiences and their capacities to develop the ability to 
interact with diverse others (Andrade, 2006; Trice, 2003; McMurtrie, 2011).  
Colleges and universities also value international students and alumni as resources for 
potential international opportunities and cultural resources. For example, Trice (2003) believed 
that international students and alumni can help their departments to establish international 
connections with the governments, academic institutions, entities, and placement opportunities in 
their home countries. In addition, Urban and Bierlein Palmer (2014) studied how a Midwestern 
university in the U.S. engaged international students as cultural resources in support of a 
strategic goal of internationalization, such as being a part of multicultural group in class projects, 
sharing one’s culture or cultural perspectives to the class, or being invited to be a language tutor. 
All the evidence above has indicated that international students are an important component of 
the student bodies of campuses, and how they have brought numerous benefits to U.S. colleges 
and universities. International students’ academic achievement is closely relevant to their 
retention and success. Colleges and universities are responsible for providing international 
students with equal access to their resources as their U.S. students, as well as to provide the 
unique support they need to become successful. 
International Students’ Educational Experiences in the U.S.  
A number of studies have investigated the educational experiences of international 
students in the U.S. from both rewarding and challenging perspectives. The common rewarding 
experiences perceived by international students include receiving a high quality higher 
education, gaining access to professional development, and cultivating their own personal 
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growth (Hazen & Albers, 2013b; Urban & Bierlein Palmer, 2016). Taking the rewarding 
experiences of CISs as an example, through data from 350 CISs studying in the U.S., Chao 
(2016) found that CISs believed that pursing a postsecondary education in the U.S. helped them 
develop a global view and adjust to a new system of college education, which was different from 
the traditional Chinese education.  
Additionally, the motivations of international students’ transnational education also 
reflect the benefits and rewards of studying abroad. First, the lack of essential resources and 
facilities for the subject areas in domestic countries stimulated students to pursue study abroad 
opportunities (Buesing, 2004; Cummins, 1993). Second, the potential of the commercial value of 
foreign degrees will bring additional earnings to students and help maintain a high level of 
returns for their investment in overseas study. In addition, foreign degrees obtained from 
countries with advanced higher education, such as the degrees obtained in the U.S., were often 
well regarded in many countries over the world and viewed as a guarantee of social and 
economic ascent (Cummins, 1993; Varghese, 2008; Yan & Berliner, 2011). Third, international 
students desire opportunities to learn about other countries and to experience different cultures 
(Buesing, 2004; Cummins, 1993). Fourth, students’ expectations for developing a sense of 
identity and gaining a sense of independence through foreign study experiences also serve as a 
significant motivation (Buesing, 2004). Again, taking CISs as an example, Chao (2016) found 
that one of the important reasons CISs decided to study in the U.S. was that they wanted to learn 
more innovative ideas and skills that could prepare them for better careers and promising futures.  
However, as a coin has two sides, pursuing postsecondary education in the U.S. also 
means international students need to overcome various kinds of difficulties and face challenges 
that they might not have experienced in their home countries. Financial burden, acculturation, 
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discrimination and isolation, transition and adjustment, language barriers, and psychological 
stress are the main challenges encountered by international students studying in the U.S. 
(Angelova & Riazantseva, 1999; Banjong, 2015; Lee, 2014; Lee & Rice, 2007; Rajapaksa & 
Dundes, 2002; Shih & Brown, 2000; Tompson & Tompson, 1996; Valdez, 2015; Wadsworth, 
Hecht, & Jung; 2007; Zhang, 2016). Many scholars have specifically examined challenges and 
difficulties faced by CISs (Leong, 2015; Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006; Ye, 2006). Leong (2015) 
found that CISs had more difficulties in formidable language and cultural barriers, compared to 
international students from other countries or regions. Those challenges often burden 
international students in their efforts to achieve academic success.  
Insufficient English proficiency has hindered many international students from 
benefitting from skills like strengthening their critical thinking, integrating their knowledge with 
real-world problems, and sharing their perspectives in class (Banjong, 2015; Lee & Rice, 2007; 
Rajapaksa & Dundes, 2002; Ryan, 2005; Valiente, 2008; Yeh & Inose, 2003). Yan and Berliner 
(2011) claimed that many CISs encountered challenges in the English language from different 
levels and made great efforts to overcome language barriers. In many circumstances, the low 
language proficiencies of CISs have made U.S. faculty members question the potential and 
competence of CISs to succeed in their programs (Yan & Berliner, 2011).  
 Financial stress, isolation, and discrimination also undermine international students’ 
sense of belonging on campus and make them feel they are under supported. Banjong’s (2015) 
study suggested that a lack of financial resources and loneliness in the U.S. also gave rise to 
pressure among international students, based on a quantitative study conducted among 349 
international students. Banjong (2015) argued that students who were suffering from financial 
crises were found to have comparatively poor academic performance, because they were unable 
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to handle the stress caused by financial burden. To solve those issues, international students often 
utilized campus resources, such as counseling centers, for assistance (Banjong, 2015). Isolation 
perceived by international students can also be very frustrating for them in learning and 
socializing with their U.S. peers. Hsieh (2007) studied the classroom experiences of a Chinese 
female student and claimed that the student she interviewed experienced isolation and being 
ignored by her U.S. peers due to her silence in class. Such isolation and being ignored made that 
Chinese female student perceive herself as a useless person in group discussions. Moreover, that 
Chinese student claimed that she was also blamed for the deficiency in group discussion by her 
U.S. peers (Hsieh, 2007). In terms of discrimination towards international students, Lee (2014) 
indicated that some international students were often mistaken for U.S. students of color. Thus, 
they were often marginalized, discriminated against, and felt invisible on campus. Taking 
African Americans and international students from African countries as an example, even though 
they might share the same racial and ethnic background, the educational experiences, 
worldviews, cultural norms, and needs of international students from African countries may be 
quite different from those of African Americans (Lee, 2014). 
Different expectations for students’ academic performance may also give rise to 
international students’ academic challenges. In U.S. colleges and universities, students are 
expected to proactively integrate new information with preexisting knowledge and seek answers 
to complex issues through connecting and extending available information (Lewis & Smith, 
1993). Furthermore, in the U.S., students were often expected and challenged to maintain a deep 
approach to learning and gain knowledge beyond a surface-level understanding (Marton & Säljö, 
1976, 1997). International students, who come from different educational systems, might need 
more time to learn how to synthesize different pieces of knowledge that look irrelevant, become 
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brave to challenge the opinions of faculty, and try to integrate what they have learned in class 
with real-world problems. Thus, helping international students meet the expectations for learning 
and adjust their learning preferences accordingly is essential to promote their academic 
achievement. In the next section, I will discuss an important factor that influences students’ 
academic success—student engagement. 
Student Engagement 
As defined in Chapter One, student engagement measures the time and effort students 
spend on participating in academic and co-curricular activities (Kuh, 2003). Students tend to gain 
more from their collegiate experiences when they devote more time and energy to educationally 
purposeful activities, such as frequently interacting with diverse others and applying what they 
learn to solve real-world problems (Kuh, 2003). McCormick, Kinzie, and Gonyea (2013) 
discussed the connection of a set of conceptual frameworks and theories of student engagement. 
They believed that the notion of student engagement is closely related to several theoretical and 
conceptual foundations, such as Pace’s (1980) work about students’ quality efforts in utilizing 
facilities and opportunities on campus, and how these were related to student success; Astin’s 
(1984) Student Involvement Theory; Tinto’s (1993) social and academic integration theory; 
Pascarella’s (1985) general causal model; and Astin’s (1985) Input-Environment-Output model. 
Based on McCormick, Kinzie, and Gonyea’s (2013) conceptual linkage of student engagement, 
this study focuses on Astin’s (1984, 1999) Student Involvement Theory, Tinto’s (1993) social 
and academic integration theory, and Chickering and Gamson’s (1987) Seven Principles of Good 
Practices in Undergraduate Education in the theoretical framework. 
Theoretical framework of student engagement. Astin (1999) defined “student 
involvement” as “the amount of physical and psychological energy that the student devotes to the 
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academic experience” (p. 518). The forms of student involvement are various, such as 
participation in academic work and co-curricular activities, interaction with faculty members, or 
connections with other university staff or professionals (Astin, 1999). Student Involvement 
Theory indicated that students’ learning and personal development will be enhanced as student 
involvement increased (Astin, 1984). Astin (1999) argued “it is easier to become involved when 
one can identify with the college environment” (p.524). However, other scholars, such as 
Streeter (2011), hold a different opinion on student involvement. Although students can identify 
with the college environment, student involvement might be hindered when students from 
varying diverse backgrounds feel uncomfortable and disconnected with an institution (Streeter, 
2011). Streeter’s (2001) argument is important for international student involvement in U.S. 
higher education. Although international students are able to identify with their college’s 
environment or even if they have many international peers enrolled on campus, their 
involvement in academic and co-curricular activities can still be very limited if they do not feel a 
sense of belonging with their campus. In order to serve, retain, and graduate international 
students (Byrd, 1991), it is crucial for faculty members, staff, and school leaders to make efforts 
to create a welcoming and inclusive campus environment for international students, and then 
subsequently also enhance their academic involvement. 
Tinto’s (1993) academic and social integration theory was built on an interactionist 
approach, which provided readers a lens through which to view student engagement from a 
sociological perspective. Tinto’s (1999) research has shown that student engagement is the most 
important indicator of student persistence, which refers to the “desire and action of a student to 
stay within the system of higher education from beginning through degree completion” 
(Seidman, 2005, p.14). Additionally, Tinto’s (1993) theory advocated that student persistence is 
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closely associated with academic progress, relationships and interactions with peers, faculty 
members, and staff, as well as their satisfaction with their institutions. Along with Tinto’s 
assertion, Kuh, Vesper, and Krehbiel (1994) claimed that students’ social integration depended 
on peer interactions and student-faculty interaction. Moreover, students’ academic integration 
was an effective indicator of students’ academic achievement and choices of disciplinary areas 
(Kuh, Vesper, & Krehbiel, 1994). In addition, the interactionist approach in Tinto’s (1993) 
theory is also reflected in the extent to which students separate themselves from the pre-existing 
relationships they were comfortably associated with, such as family members and their home 
community (Kuh, Kinzie, Buckley, Bridges, & Hayek, 2006). Students’ academic and social 
integration in college life is greatly determined by how students adopt the values and adjust to 
the new environments in their colleges and universities, in order to explore their own fit within 
these environments (Kuh et al, 2006).  
Chickering and Gamson’s (1987) Seven Principles of Good Practices in Undergraduate 
Education also provided a theoretical foundation for the notion of student engagement, because it 
covers student-faculty interaction, peer collaboration, active learning, instant feedback, and 
interactions with diverse others, which are important activities of student engagement (Kuh, 
2001; Kuh, Schuh, Whitt, & Associates, 1991). The principles include “1. Encourages contacts 
between students and faculty. 2. Develops reciprocity and cooperation among students. 3. Uses 
active learning techniques. 4. Gives prompt feedback. 5. Emphasizes time on task. 6. 
Communicates high expectations. 7. Respects diverse talents and ways of learning” (Chickering 
& Gamson, 1987, p. 3). Emphasizing these principles of good practices in undergraduate 
education will help faculty members, staff, and students to concentrate their efforts to promote 
student outcomes (Kuh et al, 1991).  
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College student engagement in the U.S. Student engagement varies greatly among 
students with different backgrounds. A number of prior studies have examined the engagement 
of U.S. students (e.g., Kuh, 2001, 2003; Kuh & Hu, 2001; Kuh et al, 2006; Kuh et al, 2010; 
Quaye & Harper, 2014). The engagement of students with diverse or nontraditional backgrounds 
and experiences has been widely studied, and this research has focused on demographics such as 
gender identity, racial and ethnic identification, major fields, enrollment status, first-generation 
status, age, and grade point average (GPA) (e.g., Bridges, Carini, Hayek, & Harper, 2004; Carini, 
Kuh, & Klein, 2006; Denson, & Chang, 2009; Junco, 2012; Kuh, Cruce, Shoup, Kinzie, & 
Gonyea, 2008; Pike & Kuh, 2005). Taking the engagement of first generation college students as 
an example, Pike and Kuh (2005) surveyed 3,000 undergraduate students in the U.S. and 
compared the engagement and intellectual development of first-generation and second-
generation college students. They found that, compared to the engagement of students who had 
at least one parent who graduated from college, first generation students were generally less 
engaged in college life, insufficiently integrated into diverse college experiences, and perceived 
their college environments as being less supportive (Pike & Kuh, 2005). Among the literature 
addressing the educational experiences of international students in the U.S., only a few studies 
have specifically explored the engagement of international students (Korobova, 2012; Lee, 2014; 
Ross & Chen, 2015; Urban & Bierlein Palmer, 2014; Zhao, Kuh, & Carini, 2005).  
International student engagement in the U.S. Compared with U.S. students, 
international student engagement levels differed by class standing and by different areas of 
engagement. As introduced in Chapter One, Zhao, Kuh, and Carini (2005) compared the 
engagement in academic activities between international students and U.S. students in the U.S. 
context. They found that, compared to U.S. students, international students were more engaged 
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in the areas of academic challenges, student-faculty interactions, and using technology in course 
activities. Additionally, international students also perceived greater gains in personal and social 
development and general education outcomes than their U.S. peers. Nonetheless, international 
students were less engaged in community service and socializing than their U.S. peers (Zhao, 
Kuh, & Carini, 2005). Korobova (2012) found that international students scored higher in 
enriching educational experiences and supportive campus environments than did U.S. students in 
their senior years. 
Zhao, Kuh, and Carini (2005) also examined the variation of international student 
engagement according to their racial and ethnic identification. Although the data Zhao, Kuh, and 
Carini (2005) used did not allow them to identify international students’ countries of origin, they 
used racial and ethnic identification as the proxy for international students’ countries of origin 
and cultural norms. Thus, Zhao, Kuh, and Carini (2005) categorized international students into 
Asian, White, and Black. They found that Asian international students reported fewer gains in 
general education and had lower satisfaction with their educational experiences than their Black 
international peers had. Additionally, Black international students surpassed their White peers in 
several engagement areas, such as academic challenges, active and collaborative learnings, 
student interactions with faculty members, and service learning in their senior year (Zhao, Kuh, 
& Carini, 2005). 
Little is known about Chinese international student engagement in U.S. colleges and 
universities. Through a case study, Ross and Chen (2015) examined the engagement of Chinese 
international undergraduate students who majored in business at a Midwestern university in the 
U.S. Ross and Chen (2015) presented their findings about the engagement strategies that CISs 
used to be admitted into the business school, to develop academic networks, and select courses 
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that could ensure a high GPA. For example, Ross and Chen (2015) claimed that pre-business 
CISs believed a high GPA would increase the possibility of being admitted to the business 
school. To achieve a high GPA, those CISs developed close academic networks with senior 
Chinese students in the business school and asked their advice regarding which courses were 
easy to get high grades and which faculty members were easier graders. To gain a high GPA and 
get into business schools, those pre-business CISs tended to choose courses that required 
“minimum effort for a maximum grade”, or courses with comparatively lower requirements of 
intensive English, like mathematics or statistics (p. 29). With the pressure of GPA in mind, CISs 
even had to sacrifice their time to engage in co-curricular activities (Ross & Chen, 2015). Ross 
and Chen (2015) suggested that one should read those strategies employed by CISs as a sign of 
their efforts to achieve academic success and their ambition to achieve higher goals—that is, 
they sought to gain admittance into the business school and have access to better resources and 
opportunities; this study utilized this interpretation rather than interpreting those behaviors as a 
sign of the students’ disengagement. More knowledge about CISs engagement in U.S. colleges 
and universities is desired, especially since engagement is closely associated with student 
learning outcomes. Using a quantitative approach, this study focuses on CIS and U.S. student 
engagement in learning strategies, collaborative learning, and student-faculty interaction, all of 
which are closely related to student learning outcomes and are also associated with cultural 
differences between the U.S. and China. The following paragraphs present research that has 
focused on college students’ learning strategies, collaborative learning, and student-faculty 
interaction.  
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Effective Learning Strategies 
Learning strategies enable learners to make the best use of their strengths as well as 
monitor their time, concentration, effort, and comprehension (McKeachie, Pintrich, & Lin, 1985; 
Riding & Sadler-Smith, 1997). Ormord (2011) claimed that a variety of strategies could be used 
by students to enhance learning, ranging from taking notes in class to summarizing information 
and creating conducive learning environments. With effective learning strategies, learners are 
more likely to have a better understanding about an emphasis on mastery or performance goal in 
class (Ames & Archer, 1988). 
Scholars studied the learning challenges and learning strategies that international college 
students have encountered in English-speaking countries, as well as how the learning strategies 
differed between international students and domestic students. Because very few studies have 
investigated the learning strategies used by international students in the U.S., I will present a 
study conducted in Australia as an example. Ramsay, Barker, and Jones (1999) investigated the 
academic adjustment and learning process of 20 international freshmen at an Australian 
university. They found that those non-Australian students had difficulties in understanding 
lectures because of their vocabulary or the speed of the lecture. Although international students 
believed that they benefited from tutoring, they still felt challenged when tutors spoke too fast or 
gave limited input (Ramsay, Barker, & Jones, 1999). In addition, Ramsay, Barker, and Johns 
(1999) also observed a number of differences in learning preferences between non-Australian 
students and local Australian students. For example, in terms of the significant elements for 
learning, non-Australian students believed that critical thinking skills and faculty members’ 
feedback on writing skills were essential for learning, whereas local Australian students 
expressed that collaborative learning and peer support were salient to learning. Different 
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perceptions of essential learning skills can lead to different expectations for the support provided 
by faculty members. It is important for faculty members and student advisors to clearly 
understand the challenges students have encountered in learning and the current strategies 
students are employing. 
In terms of the learning strategies utilized by Chinese students, Yee (1989) believed that 
Chinese students had little choices of learning strategies under their heavy workloads and the 
pressure they felt to succeed academically. Hence, effective learning strategies that many 
Chinese students chose and many teachers expected were rote memorization and recalling of the 
required answers in order to pass exams (Yee, 1989). Another motivation for the rote learning 
among Chinese students was that students who can replicate what teachers told them were 
usually praised (Martinsons & Martinsons, 1996).  
However, Biggs (1994) argued that people misinterpreted the learning strategies of 
Chinese students as rote rather than as repetition. Biggs (1994) believed that repetitive learning 
was an effective tool for Chinese students to recall the information they had learned accurately. 
Chan (1999) claimed that the difference between rote learning and repetitive learning was that 
repetitive learning allowed learners to connect the meaning of the materials with memorization. 
Chinese students believed that, after they understood the meaning of the materials, repetitive 
learning enabled them to better remember the information during examinations. The repetitive 
learning strategies also explained the success of Chinese students in exams (Chan, 1999).  
Differently, Kennedy (2002) did not believe that rote learning was the typical learning 
strategy used by adult Chinese learners. Kennedy (2002) argued that adult Chinese learners 
presented strong preferences of higher-level and meaning-based learning strategies rather than 
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rote learning, and they were able to adopt new learning strategies through seeking help from 
faculty members and peers when the context of the learning changed (Kennedy, 2002).  
Although the above studies addressed Chinese students’ learning preferences and 
strategies, the preferences and strategies that those scholars discussed were the ones that Chinese 
students developed in the context of acquiring a Chinese-based education. Little is known about 
CIS learning preferences and strategies in the U.S. context. As learning environments change and 
new learning approaches are needed, the learning strategies adopted by learners will also change 
accordingly. Learners will shift to different and appropriate learning strategies in a new learning 
context (Takeuchi, 2003). Therefore, I am going to explore the learning strategies used by CISs 
in U.S. colleges and universities, such as identifying key information from readings, reviewing 
notes, and summarizing course materials, and compare CIS learning strategies to the ones 
employed by their U.S. peers.  
Collaborative Learning  
Collaborative learning is one of the most frequently used umbrella terms that describes 
“interactive group learning” (Barkley, Cross, & Major, 2014, p.3). Smith and MacGregor (1992) 
believed “in most collaborative learning situations, students are working in groups of two or 
more, mutually searching for understating, solutions, or meanings, or creating a product” (p. 10). 
Barkley, Cross, and Major (2014) claimed three features of CL: intentional design, the co-
laboring of individuals, and meaningful learning. Collaborative learning requires students to 
interact with peers, which has been shown to have a positive relationship with student gains and 
satisfaction with college (Astin, 1993). Valdez (2015) wrote about the importance of 
collaborative learning between U.S. students and international students in enhancing students’ 
language development and establishing cultural understanding. She claimed that many of the 
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international students she interviewed perceived collaborative learning as a positive classroom 
practice (Valdez, 2015). 
Many scholars have noted that international students do not actively collaborate with U.S. 
students in learning (Lee & Rice, 2007; Sarkodie-Mensah, 1998; Yuan, 2011). Zhao, Kuh, and 
Carini (2005) examined the engagement of international students and found that Asian 
international students were less engaged in active and collaborative learning than their Black and 
White international peers. Based on a qualitative study with 24 international students from over 
15 countries, Lee and Rice (2007) asserted that because of worries about English proficiency, 
international students in the U.S. were often uncomfortable with participating in group-work or 
interacting with their peer classmates. Lee and Rice’s (2007) findings were in accord with what 
Robertson, Line, Jones, and Thomas (2000) found in their study, that the elements which 
prevented international students from class participation and teamwork were anxiety and a lack 
of language proficiency and self-confidence. Thus, it is understandable that many international 
students prefer mingling, sitting, studying, and doing collaborative study only with peers from 
the same country or who share similar cultural backgrounds (Sarkodie-Mensah, 1998; Tompson 
& Tompson, 1996). Yuan (2011) found a similar pattern in collaborative learning among CISs in 
her qualitative study of ten CISs in a U.S. university. 
U.S. students’ negative perceptions of CISs can also hinder CIS collaborative learning 
with English native speakers. Valdez (2015) claimed that most CISs she interviewed believed 
that U.S. students had negative perceptions of CISs when they needed to engage in teamwork. 
One Chinese interviewee attributed U.S. students’ frustration in teamwork and negative 
perception of CISs to CIS’s slow reactions, poor expressions of their own opinions,   and not 
knowing the right time to stop speaking and/or jump into a conversation (Valdez, 2015). It does 
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take some time for many CISs to learn and adjust to the pattern of collaborative learning 
employed by U.S. students.  
Most of the literature illustrated above indicated neither the type of institutions those 
CISs were enrolled in, nor did they compare the extent to which collaborative learning differed 
between CISs and U.S. students. Zhao, Kuh, and Carini’s (2005) study compared the mean 
differences in active and collaborative learning between first-year international students and U.S. 
students, and then between senior international students and U.S. students. They found that first-
year international students scored significantly higher than their U.S. counterparts in active and 
collaborative learning. Nevertheless, senior international students scored lower than their U.S. 
peers in active and collaborative learning. Zhao, Kuh, and Carini (2005) attributed the changes in 
the differences in student engagement between international students and U.S. students to 
students’ adaption and adjustments to the cultural milieu by their senior year.  
This study will specifically examine CISs and U.S. students who are pursuing bachelor’s 
degrees at four-year institutions in the U.S. and it will compare the differences in their 
collaborative learning. With a good understanding about the pattern of CISs’ and U.S. students’ 
collaborative learning, faculty members and student advisors will better promote the 
collaborative learning between CISs and U.S. students.  
Student-faculty Interaction in Academic Activities  
Several studies have examined the impact of student-faculty interaction on student 
development and learning outcomes (Kuh & Hu, 2001; Kuh et al, 2006; Pascarella & Terenzini, 
1980; Umbach & Wawrzynski, 2005). Kezar and Moriarty (2000) found that student-faculty 
interaction is positively associated with a wide range of student outcomes, such as students’ self-
assessed leadership abilities and social self-confidence. Faculty members play an essential role in 
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influencing student learning both in and out of the classroom (Umbach & Wawrzynski, 2005). 
Through interviews with two international students enrolled in the U.S., Tseng and Newton 
(2002) found the relationship between international students and their instructors and advisors 
was important to international students’ learning. Additionally, a good relationship effectively 
helped international students achieve their goals and promote professional development (Tseng 
& Newton, 2002). Umbach and Wawrzynski (2005) advocated that if faculty members employed 
collaborative teaching and learning methods, and if they tended to value the behavior of 
respecting students and challenging them academically, students were more likely to have higher 
levels of engagement and learning outcomes. Chickering (1969) argued that students’ senses of 
purpose would be enhanced as the frequency of student-faculty interaction increased, regardless 
of whether the interaction was formal or informal. The literature above all supports the important 
role of faculty members in enhancing students’ academic achievement and supporting their 
success. 
Several scholars examined the beneficial effects of student-faculty interaction among 
students with diverse backgrounds. Lundberg and Schreiner (2004) investigated the relationship 
between student-faculty interaction and student learning. They found that, compared to students’ 
background characteristics, students’ relationships with faculty members acted as strong 
predictors of learning. Those predictors were strongest for students of color (Lundberg & 
Schreiner, 2004). In addition, Anaya and Cole (2001) examined the impact of student-faculty 
interaction on college students’ academic achievement among Latina/o students, and found that 
student-faculty interaction concerning both academic interactions and personal interactions, and 
students’ perceived quality of relationships with faculty members, were positively associated 
with Latina/o students’ college grades. Sax, Bryant, and Harper (2005) compared the different 
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effects of student-faculty interaction between college men and women from several perspectives, 
such as gender differences in frequencies of interacting with faculty members and the impact of 
involvement with faculty members. One of the interesting findings was that female students 
reported more frequent and more positive interactions with faculty members than their male 
counterparts did in general. However, male students reported more frequent student-faculty 
interaction than female students in the following aspects: talking about better grades with faculty 
members outside of class, demonstrating stronger interests in science and the arts, as well as 
showing a stronger sense of competitiveness (Sax, Bryant, & Harper, 2005). Kezar and Moriarty 
(2000) also claimed that student-faculty interaction had a positive association with the self-rated 
public speaking ability of male students, and perceptions of their capacity to influence others for 
female students.  
Not all studies supported the positive effects of student-faculty interaction on all students. 
Pascarella and Terenzini (1991) claimed that pure social exchanges between students and faculty 
members did not affect students’ learning outcomes unless they involved intellectual or 
substantial interactions. More to the point, Endo and Harpel (1982) found that student-faculty 
interaction, regardless of whether it was formal or informal, did not have a significant impact on 
students’ academic achievement as measured by college GPA. Kuh (2003) also discussed the 
appropriate amount of interactions with faculty members being considered as enough 
interactions. He highlighted that more interactions may not necessarily equal better interactions 
between students and faculty members (Kuh, 2003). The essential and substantial factor of the 
quality of interactions relied on the nature and frequencies of the contact (Kuh, 2003). In other 
words, student-faculty interaction will not matter most to student learning unless “it encourages 
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students to devote greater effort to other educationally purposeful activities during college” 
(Kuh, 2003, p. 29).  
Most of the studies reviewed above were about the interactions between U.S. students and 
faculty members in U.S. colleges and universities, and only a few studies discussed the extent to 
which international students, especially CISs, interacted with faculty members in academic 
activities in a U.S. context (Yan & Berliner, 2011; Valdez, 2015). Yan and Berliner (2011) 
claimed that, due to not knowing the norms of student-faculty interaction and the best way to 
approach their faculty members, CISs were reluctant to initiate a conversation with their 
professors. Valdez (2015) found that only a small proportion of CISs she interviewed believed 
their faculty members had a good perception of CISs, such as believing them to be hardworking 
students or viewing them as an asset in class. The majority of CIS interviewees in Valdez’s 
(2015) study perceived that their faculty members did not have a positive perception of CISs in 
student-faculty interaction. For example, one of the Chinese students that Valdez (2015) 
interviewed observed his/her faculty spoke to U.S. students with a smile on her face, yet she 
seemed to display a negative mood when talking to a group of Chinese students afterwards. That 
Chinese student was confused about the abrupt change in that faculty’s mood and could not 
understand “why the professor would not act the same way with American students and with the 
student’s group of Chinese students” (Valdez, 2015, p. 196). This type of experience can prove 
frustrating and unfair for international students. My study not only adds to current studies on CIS 
interactions with faculty members, but also reveals the extent to which CIS interactions with 
faculty members differ from the types and levels of interactions between U.S. students and 
faculty members. 
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Student Engagement Varies between Students with Different Class Standings 
My study assumes that the CIS engagement in learning strategies, collaborative learning, 
and student-faculty interaction is very different between first-year and senior students. On an 
individual level, this difference in engagement between first-year and senior CISs is a result of 
students’ acculturation and adjustment of learning preferences when studying in the U.S. 
Moreover, on an institutional level, this difference is greatly determined by the expectations and 
goals for student development in U.S. higher education. Those two levels of effects intertwine 
with one another in influencing CIS changes and development in engagement.  
The shift of learning environments from China to the U.S. requires CISs to adjust their 
approaches and behaviors in engagement intentionally, such as effective learning strategies, 
collaborative learning, and student-faculty interaction, through their acculturation experiences. 
Berry (2005) defined acculturation as “the dual process of cultural and psychological change that 
takes place as a result of contact between two or more cultural groups and their individual 
members” (p. 698). Berry (1997) first proposed the widely used acculturation stress and coping 
framework, and argued that psychological acculturation occurred when individuals experienced 
many life changes and viewed such life changes either as opportunities or difficulties, in a 
cognitive sense. Berry (1997) classified the difficulties perceived by individuals regarding the 
life changes between two cultures as acculturative stressors. The long-term goal of acculturation 
is to overcome these acculturative stressors and adapt to the new culture with coping strategies 
(Berry, 1997). 
Senior CISs have spent more time learning in the U.S. and adapting to learning 
environments in U.S. higher educational contexts. Intentionally or unintentionally, senior CIS 
learning behaviors and engagement have changed during the time they spend studying in the 
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U.S. Specifically, senior CISs underwent their learning preferences developed in China, learned 
about the cultural norms in U.S. classroom, and adopted various strategies to meet their U.S. 
faculty members’ expectations for learning. Research has shown that international students are 
willing to change and behave differently to meet the new learning demands and teaching styles 
in an intercultural educational environment (Kennedy, 2002; Volet & Renshaw, 1996). In 
contrast, U.S. college environments are new and unfamiliar to first-year CISs, whose learning 
and engagement are mainly influenced by the Chinese education they acquired through their 
secondary education. Therefore, based on various individual experiences of CISs in the U.S., 
there should be a gap in engagement between first-year and senior CISs in the U.S. context.  
Acculturation is a process that is influenced by both individual and group or societal 
factors (Berry, 2005). Thus, the expectations for and goals concerning student development from 
U.S. higher education institutions also influence the engagement behaviors of CISs. In the 
process of a paradigm shift from the instruction paradigm to the learning paradigm in 
undergraduate education, Western-style colleges and universities, like the higher education 
institutions in the U.S., have placed more emphasis on life-long learning, self-motivation, deep 
learning, critical thinking, and problem solving over passing exams and pursuing high grades 
(Barr & Tagg, 1995; Kennedy, 2002; Valiente, 2008). Thus, active engagement in class 
activities, frequent group work, and learning independently have been widely recognized as U.S. 
classroom norms (Carroll & Ryan, 2005). If one asserts that first-year CISs have just come out of 
the traditional Chinese learning culture and environment that emphasizes rote learning and 
memorizing, then senior CISs are more likely to develop in the directions that U.S. higher 
education institutions expect them to go through during their years of learning in the U.S. 
Therefore, given the individual motivations in the acculturation process, coupled with 
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institutional expectations for and influences on student development, this study hypothesizes that 
the engagement in learning strategies, collaborative learning, and student-faculty interaction 
between first-year and senior CISs are different.  
Student Satisfaction with Educational Experiences and Institutions 
Beerli Palacio, Díaz Meneses, and Pérez (2002) used a theoretical framework of 
consumer satisfaction to define student satisfaction. They believed “satisfaction has been 
considered to be an affective response in a time (t), the moment of the latest registration of the 
students, resulting from the evaluation of the teaching services and study support offered to the 
student by the university” (p. 492). McCormick, Sarraf, BrckaLorenz, and Haywood (2010) 
claimed that student satisfaction can be measured “by both specific aspects of the student 
experience as well as overall impressions of the experience” (p. 4). Students’ overall institutional 
satisfaction closely relates to their commitment to degree completion and to their institutions 
(Pascarella, Smart, & Ethington, 1986). 
Prior studies have claimed that frequent student-faculty interaction is closely associated 
with students’ satisfaction with their institutions and educational experiences. For example, Astin 
(1993) claimed that student’s satisfaction with college was greatly determined by how they 
interacted with fellow students and faculty members. In particular, Astin (1999) indicated 
“students who interact frequently with faculty members are more likely than other students to 
express satisfaction with all aspects of their institutional experience, including student 
friendships, variety of courses, intellectual environment, and even the administration of the 
institution” (p. 525). Other than that, Tinto (1993) argued that the higher the level of student-
faculty interaction that student had, the stronger satisfaction and sense of belonging students 
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reported. However, the relationship between students’ effective learning strategies, collaborative 
learning, and students’ overall institutional satisfaction needs to be explored further.  
The above studies that examined student satisfaction did not particularly focus on 
international students as an individual group. Zhao, Kuh, and Carini (2005) and Korobova (2012) 
specifically examined international students’ satisfaction with their colleges. Zhao, Kuh, and 
Carini (2005) found that both first-year and senior international students had a lower level of 
satisfaction with their overall educational experiences and their institution than their U.S. peers 
did. When broken into subgroups by racial and ethnic identification, international students from 
Asia had much lower satisfaction than their White and Black peers did, and this trend applied to 
both first-year and senior Asian international students (Zhao, Kuh, & Carini, 2005). However, 
Korobova (2012) found “international and American students similarly evaluated their entire 
educational experience at this institution between good and excellent” (p. 137). I will take this 
idea a step further by examining CIS overall satisfaction with their educational experiences and 
their institutions, and then comparing CIS overall institutional satisfaction with that of U.S. 
students. 
Conceptual Grounding 
Although Ross and Chen (2015) believed “culture, on its own, cannot wholly explain the 
complexity of student behaviors on college campuses” (p. 13), I contend that cultural differences 
are the most significant indicator that explains the discrepancies in engagement between CISs 
and U.S. students. The goal of this study is not to measure cultural differences between CISs and 
U.S. students in the context of U.S. higher education. Therefore, this study is not going to assess 
the impact of culture on student engagement. Rather, because learning strategies, collaborative 
learning, and student-faculty interaction can be influenced by different students’ cultures and 
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may vary among students with various cultural backgrounds, I will integrate Hofstede’s (2001) 
dimensions of culture as the conceptual grounding to explain my findings concerning the 
differences in learning strategies, collaborative learning, and student-faculty interaction between 
CISs and U.S. students.  
Hofstede’s dimensions of culture. Hofstede (2001) defined culture as “the collective 
programming of the mind that distinguishes the members of one group or category of people 
from another” (p. 9). Hofstede (2001) proposed five dimensions of culture to present cultural 
differences: power distance, uncertainty avoidance, individualism versus collectivism, 
masculinity versus femininity, and long-term versus short-term orientation. Hofstede’s (2001) 
dimensions of culture have been frequently used to measure how an individual’s national culture 
influences his or her own value and behaviors. Because Hofstede’s dimensions of culture do not 
capture the cultural changes in internationalized higher education (Signorini, Wiesemes, & 
Murphy, 2009), I am slightly skeptical of the applicability of individualism versus collectivism, 
power distance, and uncertainty avoidance proposed by Hofstede (2001) in explaining the 
differences of engagement in learning strategies, collaborative learning, and student-faculty 
interaction between CISs and U.S. students in internationalized higher education in the U.S. 
Thus, I will test the applicability of those three dimensions in this study.  
Hofstede (2001) claimed that the “individualism-collectivism” dimension is closely 
related to “the integration of individuals into primary groups” (p. 29). The “individualism-
collectivism” dimension suggests that individualist societies, such as the U.S., emphasize 
individuals, freedom, competition, and independence. As evidence of the individualism in U.S. 
higher education, intellectual ownership, individual voices, assertiveness and initiative, and 
students’ freedom in choosing majors and selecting courses are highlighted in U.S. academic life 
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(Shapiro, Farrelly, & Tomaš, 2014). Thus, education in the U.S. is more likely to emphasize 
independent thinking and problem solving. By contrast, collectivist societies, such as China, are 
characterized by cooperation and collaboration, willingness to accept others’ viewpoints, saving 
face, interpersonal harmony, and self-sacrifice for the benefits and the success of a team, family, 
or society (Wang, 2001; Bellah, Madsen, Sullivan, Swidler, & Tipton, 2007). Thus, the 
education in China is more likely to emphasize collaborative learning. The individualism-
collectivism dimension will help to explain my findings regarding the different levels of 
collaborative learning reported by CISs and U.S. students. 
Furthermore, the “power distance” dimension will be used to explain the different levels 
of student-faculty interaction between CISs and U.S. students. Hofstede (2001) defined “power 
distance” in a business organization context, “[t]he power distance between a boss B and a 
subordinate S in a hierarchy is the difference between the extent to which B can determine the 
behavior of S and the extent to which S can determine the behavior of B” (p. 83). Although the 
relationship between faculty members and students in their interactions is unlike the relationship 
between a boss and a subordinate, faculty members, as the authority of knowledge, have the 
symbolic power in the teaching and learning process (Bourdieu, 1989). In academic interactions 
between faculty members and international students in the U.S. context, faculty members 
dominate the teaching and learning relationship, and their attitude and expectations for academic 
performance have a strong impact on the development of international students’ perspectives on 
learning. Faculty members determine course goals, course content, and the criteria of measuring 
students’ performance. For international students who come from different educational systems, 
they need to make great efforts in identifying the explicit and implicit rules in class and adjusting 
to classroom environments as fast as they can when they start learning in the U.S. Hence, faculty 
 43 
 
members have the symbolic power in influencing students’ perspectives on learning. 
International students are actually in a disadvantaged position in such a power imbalance and 
they may develop different engagement behaviors than their U.S. peers due to this power 
distance. 
Hofstede’s (1986) “uncertainty avoidance” dimension describes a situation in which 
people from a different cultural norm “feel threatened towards situations they perceive as 
uncertain, unstructured or unknown” (p. 308). The “uncertainty avoidance” dimension will be 
used to explain whether CISs would avoid uncertainty when they feel uncomfortable to engage 
in learning strategies, collaborative learning, and student-faculty interaction in the U.S. Some 
cultures have a relatively low level of uncertainty avoidance, such as South Korea and Russia, 
which means that people in those countries are more comfortable with unpredictable life. 
However, some cultures have a high level of uncertainty avoidance, such as China and 
Switzerland. People in those countries need clear goals and low deviations in people’s behaviors 
(Lustig & Koester, 2013). After comparing Asian culture to U.S. culture, Hofstede (2001) also 
claimed that Asian culture has stronger power distance and uncertainty avoidance than the 
culture in the U.S. Taking this study as an example, I would hypothesize that first-year CISs 
might feel uncomfortable interacting with faculty members with whom they were unfamiliar. 
However, Berger and Calabrese’s (1975) uncertainty reduction theory argued that, regardless of 
people from a high uncertainty avoidance culture or low uncertainty avoidance culture, they 
tended to reduce the uncertainty and ambiguity as soon as possible through collecting 
information and communication when coming to a new environment. 
Critiques of Hofstede’s dimension of culture. Signorini, Wiesemes, and Murphy 
(2009) criticized Hofstede’s dimensions of culture by exploring its limitations in the field of 
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higher education. They indicated that Hofstede’s (2001) dimensions of culture model 
oversimplified cultural differences and placed too much emphasis on cultural differences rather 
than cultural commonalities. Additionally, Hofstede’s (2001) dimensions of culture did not take 
cultural changes into account and thus failed to reflect the dynamic cultural changes present in 
internationalized higher education (Signorini, Wiesemes, & Murphy, 2009). Therefore, I will test 
the applicability of Hofstede’s (2001) dimensions of culture cautiously and critically when 
examining whether individualism versus collectivism, power distance, and uncertainty avoidance 
can explain the differences in engagement between CISs and U.S. students in the context of U.S. 
higher education. More discussions will be presented in Chapter Five.   
The role of culture in student engagement. The study of culture and its impact on 
organizations provides rich information about the differences in human behavior as influenced 
by cultural factors (Hofstede, 2001). Hilliard (1992) claimed that learning styles were an 
important component of cultural behavioral style. Ladd and Ruby (1999) conducted a 
comparative study among 35 international students who studied in the U.S. and investigated their 
learning preferences. Unsurprisingly, Ladd and Ruby (1999) argued that the learning preferences 
reported by international students varied. For instance, some preferred experiential learning, 
whereas others were more passionate about pursuing goals closely related to their interests. In 
addition, Cheng (1987) reported that most international students had to shift their learning styles 
from faculty-centered to frequent student-faculty interaction, from passive memorizing to 
proactive learning. This means that international students need to develop certain skills that are 
not emphasized in their home countries, such as critical thinking and independent problem-
solving skills.  
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Students’ academic cultural norms are influenced by their broader societal culture 
(Shapiro, Farrelly, & Thomas, 2014). Kennedy (2002) found a strong association between 
Chinese culture and Chinese students’ learning preferences. The learning preferences adopted by 
Chinese students were greatly influenced by their Confucian values and heritage, which 
emphasized strict discipline and appropriate behavior (Chan, 1999; Huang, 2005; Kennedy, 
2002; Yan & Berliner, 2011). Chan (1999) highlighted the importance of understanding how a 
Confucianist philosophy had helped to shape Chinese thinking and learning patterns, as well as 
typical classroom behaviors. Recognizing the value of being silent or using few words to 
communicate one’s opinions and thoughts, traditional Confucians consider a set of behaviors as 
bad manners or a lack of wisdom, such as speaking everything in one’s mind openly, stating the 
problems or issues explicitly, and asking unnecessary questions without deep thinking ahead of 
time (Valiente, 2008). Yan and Berliner (2011) argued that most CISs were accustomed to being 
given strict directions and rigorous discipline in their studies in China. Thus, it was challenging 
for them to develop self-directedness and independence when studying in the U.S. Additionally, 
CISs had been cultivated and trained as passive recipients of information in China. Hence, they 
tended to greatly rely on external guidance and discipline, which would be very difficult and 
challenging for teachers to apply a constructivist approach in teaching in the U.S. (Yan & 
Berliner, 2011).  
Huang and Brown (2009) asserted that cultural difference is an important element that 
affects Chinese students’ academic learning in the U.S. For instance, 80% of Chinese students in 
an English-as-Second-Language (ESL) program in the U.S. reported that too much class 
participation and group work had negatively affected their ability to garner important 
information to study for tests (Huang & Brown, 2009). Additionally, Chinese students 
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questioned the value of professors placing more emphasis on class discussion over lecture and 
professors’ failure to follow textbooks in the U.S. (Huang & Brown, 2009). 
Student-faculty interaction in class are fewer in China compared to those in U.S. 
classrooms. Wan (1999) interviewed two Chinese graduate students studying in a university in 
the U.S. and learned that when students wanted to ask questions in the middle of a lecture in 
China, they were usually asked to wait until the professor finished talking. That practice ensures 
instructors can concentrate on the lecture without being interrupted (Liu, 2001). The relationship 
between professors and students in China was very formal (Huang, 2005). Professors are usually 
regarded as someone superior and as the authority in the classroom, and they cannot be 
challenged and should be respected (Huang, 2005; Wan, 1999; Yuan, 2011). This explains why 
many CISs often ask questions after class rather than jumping into the conversations during class 
time when studying in the U.S. Chinese students unconsciously bring Confucian-oriented 
learning behaviors to U.S. classrooms. Their silence might be interpreted as passive by U.S. 
professors who may have a Socratic orientation in teaching (Chan, 1999; Huang, 2005). Hence, 
understanding Chinese culture may help faculty members in the U.S. understand the true reasons 
for Chinese students’ behaviors in learning in the U.S.  
Understanding the culture in the U.S. will contribute to promoting international student 
engagement and enhancing their learning (Yuan, 2011). Yuan (2011) interviewed a faculty 
member who taught Chinese students at an U.S. university. She found that understanding the 
culture in the U.S. helped students develop a sense of belonging in class, which helped students 
“to participate more, engage more, and learn more” (Yuan, 2011, p.148). Additionally, making 
CISs understand the culture of a U.S. college classroom also helped them clarify the expectations 
of their professors. For example, students are expected to express their thoughts and propose 
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questions freely and being quiet in class can be considered as a student’s display of 
incompetence and inattentiveness in a U.S. learning context (Yuan, 2011), whereas it would be 
perceived as a sign of good self-discipline and of respecting teachers in China. Therefore, it is 
very necessary and important that faculty members and staff assist CISs in understanding the 
culture in U.S. society and academic life. 
Hypotheses of Findings 
Based on the literature review, I proposed the following five hypotheses for those five 
research questions. A brief justification will be provided after presenting each of the hypothesis.  
H1: Among both first-year and senior students, CISs will score similarly in utilizing 
effective learning strategies as U.S. students do; they will also score higher in employing 
collaborative learning and lower in student-faculty interaction than U.S. students do. The 
differences in utilizing effective learning strategies, employing collaborative learning, and 
student-faculty interaction between senior CISs and senior U.S. students will be smaller 
than that between first-year CISs and first-year U.S. students. Hofstede (2001) claimed that 
Asian culture has stronger uncertainty avoidance than the culture in the U.S. My study 
hypothesizes that CISs tend to avoid frequent interactions with faculty members in the U.S., 
because they are uncertain about and unfamiliar with the norms of interactions with faculty 
members in the U.S. In contrast, CISs may not avoid employing effective learning strategies 
when studying in the U.S, because effective learning strategies are often emphasized by teachers 
in class in China. Thus, this study hypothesizes that employing effective learning strategies may 
not differ significantly between CISs and U.S. students.  
Additionally, CISs may employ more collaborative learning than U.S. students, because 
China is a collectivist society that values teamwork and collaboration (Wang, 2001; Bellah, 
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Madsen, Sullivan, Swidler, & Tipton, 2007), whereas the U.S. is an individualist society that 
values individuals and independence (Shapiro, Farrelly, & Tomaš, 2014). Confucian-heritage 
culture emphasizes a notion of collaboration and cooperation, and advocates a belief that, when a 
group of people are learning together, there must be someone who can be the teacher of the 
group (San Ren Xing, Bi You Wo Shi Yan). Chinese learners feel comfortable seeking help from 
peers (Zhang, 2013). Therefore, CISs are more likely to value the opportunities of learning from 
others in collaborative work. 
In addition, because CISs view faculty members as the authority in the classroom and the 
major source of knowledge (Huang, 2005; Yuan, 2011; Zhang, 2013), there is a power distance 
between CISs and faculty members (Zhang, 2013). Due to the respect and awe that CISs have for 
faculty members, the student-faculty interaction of CISs may be less than that of U.S. students. 
Additionally, differing from first-year CISs who have just come out of the traditional Chinese 
learning culture and environment and are in the process of acculturation at U.S. colleges and 
universities, senior CISs are more likely to develop toward the direction that U.S. higher 
education institutions expect them to go. Senior CISs are inclined to engage in academic 
activities similar to what their U.S. peers did. Hence, this study hypothesized that the differences 
in learning strategies, collaborative learning, and student-faculty interaction between senior CISs 
and senior U.S. students would be smaller than the differences in those three engagement 
indicators between first-year CISs and first-year U.S. students. 
H2: CIS learning strategies, collaborative learning, and student-faculty interaction 
will have a positive relationship with their overall institutional satisfaction. Such 
relationships will be positive among both first-year and senior CISs. Students’ overall 
institutional satisfaction can be related to various factors, such as learning experiences, 
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development, academic success, and other student outcomes. Prior studies have found a positive 
and significant relationship between learning strategies, collaborative learning, student-faculty 
interaction, and various student outcomes respectively, such as student learning, development, 
and cultural understanding (Ames & Archer, 1988; Astin, 1993; Ramsay, Barker, & Jones, 1999; 
Valdez, 2015). Those student outcomes may contribute to promoting student satisfaction with 
their institutions and educational experiences. Therefore, this study hypothesizes that learning 
strategies, collaborative learning, and student-faculty interaction have a positive and significant 
relationship with students’ Overall Institutional Satisfaction. Such a positive and significant 
relationship is applicable to both first-year and senior CISs.    
H3: The relationship between CIS learning strategies, collaborative learning, 
student-faculty interaction, and overall institutional satisfaction will be statistically 
different from the relationship of those four measures among U.S. students. This type of 
different relationship is applicable for both first-year and senior students. As it was justified 
above, learning strategies, collaborative learning, and student-faculty interaction may vary 
between CISs and U.S. student due to students’ different cultural backgrounds. Because of those 
different educational experiences and different extent of engagement during college life, the 
overall institutional satisfaction of CISs and U.S. students may also be different from each other. 
Therefore, this study hypothesizes that, for both first-year and senior students, the relationship 
between learning strategies, collaborative learning, student-faculty interaction, and Overall 
Institutional Satisfaction differs between CISs and U.S. students.  
H4: First-year CIS engagement in effective learning strategies, collaborative 
learning, and student-faculty interaction, as well as their overall institutional satisfaction 
will be statistically significant lower than that of senior CISs. Through a quantitative study of 
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Chinese adolescents in Canada, Kuo and Roysircar (2004) found that the length of residency was 
a significant predictor of acculturation. I believe that time is an important factor and a resource 
that is closely associated with student engagement—the longer CISs study in the U.S., the better 
CISs adjust to college life in the U.S. and engage more in academic and co-curricular activities. 
Therefore, I believe that the Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, and Student-faculty 
Interaction, and Overall Institutional Satisfaction of first-year CISs will be significantly lower 
than that of senior CISs.  
H5: A student country of origin (China vs. the U.S.) will moderate the impact of 
class standing (first-year vs. senior) on effective learning strategies, collaborative learning, 
and student-faculty interaction, and student overall institutional satisfaction. Based on prior 
studies, student learning and behaviors varies among students with different cultural background 
(Kennedy, 2002; Ladd & Ruby, 1999; Yan & Berliner, 2011, 2011). A student’s country of 
origins is an important indicator of students’ cultural differences. Hence, student engagement, 
such as Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, and Student-faculty Interaction, as well as 
Overall Institutional Satisfaction, may vary among students of different countries of origin. 
Additionally, students’ class standings may reflect their length of stay in the U.S., which may be 
related to their adjustment, acculturation, and engagement at U.S. colleges and universities. 
Bringing the possible factors of student country of origin and class standing together, this study 
hypothesizes that those two characteristics have an interaction effect on student learning 
strategies, collaborative learning, student-faculty interaction, and overall institutional 
satisfaction.  
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Summary of the Literature Review 
Although the above studies and literature have touched on various aspects of student 
engagement, a number of gaps in the current scholarly literature also indicate the significance of 
this study. First, a large amount of literature and studies regarding Chinese students’ learning 
behaviors either were written in 1980s or 1990s, or used data collected decades ago (Ying, 
2003). In an era of internationalization in higher education, the findings from studies nearly 30 
years ago may not accurately and sufficiently reflect the rapidly changing situations of CIS 
engagement. This study will use the 2015 NSSE data to examine CIS engagement in effective 
learning strategies, collaborative learning, and student-faculty interaction. 
Second, many prior studies explored the learning strategies, collaborative learning, and 
student-faculty interaction of CISs in the context of China (Kennedy, 2002; Martinsons & 
Martinsons, 1996; Yee, 1989). Only a small number of studies addressed how Chinese learners 
adjusted their learning for new learning environments in English-speaking countries. Pusch 
(1979) portrayed the learning continuum and expressed that learning might start with 
ethnocentrism on one end of the spectrum and end with adaptation, assimilation, or 
multiculturalism on the other end. It means that someone’s learning preferences or behaviors 
may change over time or due to the change of the external factors. Therefore, to understand CIS 
engagement and learning in the U.S., it is important to understand how learning environments 
and cultural changes influence CIS learning.  
Third, little is known about CIS engagement and learning preferences in the U.S. context. 
According to the statistics released by the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural 
Organization (UNESCO) in 2016, the U.S. attracted the most overseas students to study in its 
colleges and universities, followed by the United Kingdom, Australia, France, and Germany 
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(UNESCO, 2016). Echoing UNESCO’s (2016) statistics, the Institute of International Education 
(2015) also claimed that the U.S. is the top leading host country, as it has enrolled more than 4.5 
million international students in the world to its colleges and universities, which is almost double 
the number of international students hosted by the United Kingdom. 
China is the top country of origin for sending the most students to study in the U.S. There 
are some studies that focus on CIS learning experiences in colleges and universities at English-
speaking countries; however, many of those studies investigate CISs who were studying in New 
Zealand (Holmes, 2004, 2006), Australia (Edwards, 2008; Ramsay, Barker, & Jones, 1999; Volet 
& Renshaw, 1996), and the United Kingdom (Gao, 2006; Mathias, Bruce, & Newton, 2013). 
Higher education in the U.S. has its own unique characteristics, such as a highly diverse student 
body and the culture in the U.S. which is embedded in campus environments, especially when 
compared to the higher education in other English-speaking countries listed above. More and 
more scholars and practitioners in the U.S. have realized the significance of supporting CIS 
learning in the U.S., but they have limited resources.  
Fourth, among the literature discussing CIS learning experiences in the U.S. context, a 
large portion of them did not examine students’ experiences in four-year institutions, but in 
short-term exchange programs (Neuby, 2012) or English-as-Second-Language (ESL) programs 
(Goh & Foong, 1997; Huang, 2005; Huang & Brown, 2009; Zhang, 2015). Therefore, more 
literature on understanding CIS learning behaviors and engagement in traditional college life in 
the U.S. is needed. I will concentrate on CIS learning at four-year institutions in the U.S. 
Finally, the majority of the previous studies on CIS engagement or learning preferences 
used a qualitative method (Hsieh, 2007; Lee & Rice, 2007; Ross & Chen, 2015; Valdez, 2015; 
Yan & Berliner, 2011; Yuan, 2011), which is widely employed when researchers want to 
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understand the experiences and perspectives of specific cases (Johnson & Christensen, 2008). 
More quantitative studies on CIS engagement in the U.S. using large-scale datasets are needed. 
With quantitative approaches, researchers are able to test their hypotheses based on empirical 
data, and try their best to be value free or avoid human bias whenever possible (Johnson & 
Christensen, 2008).  
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Chapter Three: Research Methodology 
 This chapter begins with descriptions of the data source, the psychometric properties of 
the data, and the main measurements used in this study. From there, it presents the data 
collection and sampling methods. After portraying the analytical methods for each research 
question, the chapter is ended by addressing the limitations of the study. 
Source of Data 
 This study used a secondary data source, the 2015 NSSE, to examine the engagement and 
satisfaction of CISs and U.S. students in U.S. colleges and universities. The following 
paragraphs will first introduce the history and development of NSSE. Then, the main instrument 
used in this study and psychometric properties of the data source will be presented.  
 NSSE. The 2015 NSSE was administered by the Center for Postsecondary Research at 
Indiana University—a research center affiliated with the School of Education that concentrates 
on measuring college student engagement in academic and co-curricular activities. Launched in 
2000, the NSSE was designed to measure the amount of time and effort that college students 
spend on programs and activities related to their academic and personal development. The NSSE 
has been broadly used to assess the collegiate experiences of first-year and senior students 
enrolled at four-year colleges and universities (NSSE, n.d.-a). By 2015, more than 1600 colleges 
and universities in the U.S. and Canada had participated in the NSSE. More than five million 
students have responded to the NSSE since it was administered in 2000 (NSSE, 2015). In each 
survey, students were asked a set of questions regarding their engagement in academic activities, 
interactions with faculty members and students with diverse backgrounds, and perceptions of a 
supportive campus environment.  
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After ten years of administration and improvement, in 2013, the NSSE launched an 
updated survey with new engagement measures to investigate college student engagement 
(NSSE, 2013). The updated NSSE instrument is composed of 125 items measuring the amount of 
time and energy that students devote to educationally purposeful activities, and it asks about 
students’ demographic backgrounds. Based on the item themes, the survey is organized into ten 
“engagement indicators,” an evolution of the previous NSSE “Benchmarks of Effective 
Educational Practices” (NSSE, 2014). Those ten engagement indictors are: Learning Strategies, 
Collaborative Learning, Student-faculty Interaction, Higher-Order Learning, Reflective and 
Integrative Learning, Quantitative Reasoning, Discussions with Diverse Others, Effective 
Teaching Practices, Quality of Interaction, and Supportive Environment.  
Main measurement. This study focuses on three engagement indicators in the 2015 
NSSE: Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, and Student-faculty Interaction. 
Engagement Indicator scores are generated from student individual scores on each item. All 
items in Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, and Student-faculty Interaction used four-
point response scales: 1 (Never), 2 (Sometimes), 3 (Often), and 4 (Very Often). Students’ four-
point responses on individual items contributing to engagement indicators were converted to a 
60-point scale in the NSSE 2015 dataset (NSSE, n.d.-b). I am taking the Engagement Indicator 
“Learning Strategies” used in this study as an example: Learning Strategies was composed of 
three items, and each item had four response options (Never, Sometimes, Often, and Very 
Often), which were converted into values of 0, 20, 40, or 60, resulting in a Learning Strategies 
score range of 0 to 60. Specifically, if the Learning Strategies score equaled zero, every student 
who responded to Learning Strategies items chose the lowest response option for all three items 
in Learning Strategies. In contrast, if Learning Strategies score equaled 60, all students chose the 
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highest response option for all three items in Learning Strategies. From here, the converted 
values for each Learning Strategies component items were averaged to create a score for 
Learning Strategies as a scale. Students responded to all three component items in Learning 
Strategies to obtain a Learning Strategies score. If they did not, their Learning Strategies scores 
were coded as missing (NSSE, n.d.-b). The creation of Learning Strategies, Collaborative 
Learning, and Student-faculty Interaction will be explained in greater detail in the following 
paragraphs. 
Learning Strategies is a scale (Cronbach's α among first-year students = .770; Cronbach's 
α among senior students = .783) created by averaging three items that ask the extent to which 
students utilize strategies to succeed in academic work, such as identifying key information from 
reading assignments, reviewing notes after class, and summarizing what they learned in class and 
course materials. Collaborative Learning is a scale (Cronbach's α among first-year students 
= .816; Cronbach's α among senior students = .808) averaged from four items that measure the 
extent to which students ask peers for helping with understanding course materials, explain 
course materials to other students, prepare for exams by reviewing with other students, and work 
on projects and assignments with other students. Student-faculty Interaction is a scale 
(Cronbach's α among first-year students = .832; Cronbach's α among senior students = .855) 
created by averaging four items that assess the frequency of meaningful and substantive 
interactions between students and faculty members in the following activities: talking about 
career plans; working on activities other than coursework; discussing course topics, ideas, or 
concepts outside of class; and discussing academic performance. The means and standard 
deviations of Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, and Student-faculty Interaction can be 
found in Table 4.1 in Chapter Four. Detailed descriptions and comparisons of the scales and 
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items, such as frequencies, can be found in Table F1 in Appendix F. Details about the means and 
standard deviations of those engagement indicators are presented in Table F2 in Appendix F. 
It is worth noting that this study assumes that CISs and U.S. students interpreted vague 
quantifiers (e.g., “Sometimes,” “Often,” and “Very often”) in the survey item as being the same. 
However, this assumption should be tested in future studies. A prior study has found that the 
meaning of the vague quantifiers in NSSE varied from item to item (Nelson Laird, Korkmaz, & 
Chen, 2008). Future studies should test the extent to which respondents’ interpretations of vague 
quantifiers vary by factors like culture and student class standing. For example, further studies 
should test whether what CISs believed “Often” or “Very often” is different from what U.S. 
students believed “Often” or “Very often” in engaging in the same educational activities. 
Similarly, future studies should test whether first-year student believed “Often” or “Very often” 
is different from what senior students believed “Often” or “Very often” in their engagement.  
To measure students’ overall satisfaction with their educational experiences at their 
institutions, a measure “Overall Institutional Satisfaction” (Cronbach's α among first-year 
students= .753; Cronbach's α among senior students = .809) was created by averaging two items 
measuring students’ satisfaction together, using a principal component factor analysis with 
oblimin rotation. Students were asked “How would you evaluate your entire educational 
experience at this institution?” (Question 18) and “If you could start over again, would you go to 
the same institution you are now attending?” (Question 19). Question 18 used four-point Likert 
scales: 1 (Poor), 2 (Fair), 3 (Good), and 4 (Excellent). Question 19 also used four-point Likert 
scales: 1 (Definitely no), 2 (Probably no), 3 (Probably yes), and 4 (Definitely yes). Similar to 
converting the value of engagement Indicators, the four response options for each question were 
converted into values of 0, 20, 40, and 60. Then, the converted values for each Overall 
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Institutional Satisfaction component items were averaged to create a score for the Overall 
Institutional Satisfaction measure. Only students who responded to both component items 
(Questions 18 and 19) in the Overall Institutional Satisfaction measure obtained an Overall 
Institutional Satisfaction score. Students' scores for the measure ranged from 0 to 60.  
Among first-year students, the mean of CIS Overall Institutional Satisfaction was 40.69 
(SD = 11.16). The mean of U.S. student Overall Institutional Satisfaction was 44.61 (SD = 
13.65). Among senior students, the mean of CIS Overall Institutional Satisfaction was 42.01 (SD 
= 12.34). The mean of U.S. student Overall Institutional Satisfaction was 44.92 (SD = 14.64). 
Detailed description and a comparison of the Overall Institutional Satisfaction measure and its 
items are presented in Appendix F3 in Appendix F. 
 Psychometric properties of NSSE. Several scholars have extensively examined the 
validity and reliability of NSSE (Campbell & Cabrera, 2011; Carle, Jaffee, Vaughan, & Eder, 
2009; Gonyea, 2005; Kuh, 2001; McCormick & McClenney, 2012; Porter, 2011). Kuh (2009) 
claimed that the NSSE overall has very good psychometric properties. The individual items in 
the NSSE have been tested, retested, and modified based on data collected over a decade (Kuh, 
2009). Triangulation provides researchers with multiple forms of evidence or data collected in 
different time spots, which ensures the valid narrative account (Creswell & Miller, 2000). The 
NSSE also uses triangulation, such as focus group and cognitive interviews, to ensure its validity 
(Kuh, 2001; Ouimet, Bunnage, Carini, Kuh, & Kennedy, 2004). Additionally, to avoid researcher 
bias, the NSSE invites a third party—Indiana University Center for Survey Research—to help 
with survey interface programming, data cleaning, and coding (NSSE, n.d.-c). NSSE has well 
documented, constantly reviewed, and instantly updated its psychometric portfolio on its website 
for several years (NSSE, n.d.-e). 
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NSSE also asks students to self-report their behaviors and approaches toward student 
engagement activities. There are concerns about the validity of NSSE data and the connections 
between students’ self-reported data and their behaviors (Bowman & Hill, 2010; Porter, 2011; 
LaNasa, Cabrera, & Trangsrud, 2009). However, many scholars have argued that self-reported 
data are valid and reliable under certain circumstances, such as when the respondents know the 
requested information; the information requested is about the respondents’ recent behaviors and 
activities; and the wording of the questions is very clear (Kuh, 2001; Pace, 1984; Noble & 
Sawyer, 1988). I have confidence that college students are able to report their recent behaviors 
and activities adequately; nevertheless, I would suggest that readers should use and interpret the 
findings of this study with caution (Carrell & Willmington, 1996; Kuncel, Credé, & Thomas, 
2005; Pike, 1995, 1996).  
Data Collection, Sampling Method, and Sample Description 
The administration of the NSSE is a collaborative effort between NSSE staff and NSSE 
participating schools over a 12-month time span (NSSE, 2015). 2015 NSSE registration opened 
for institutions in early June 2014 and closed at the end of September 2014. NSSE administration 
for each participating campus opened in winter 2014 or spring 2015 (n.d.-c). NSSE participating 
institutions provided the NSSE with a population data file including all first-year and senior 
students, from which the NSSE selected a random sample. Then, the NSSE sent out survey 
invitations along with other paperwork to selected students in February or March 2015 (NSSE, 
n.d.-c). Working with the Indiana University Center for Survey Research, the NSSE sent out 
reminder emails or postcards to non-respondents. Beginning in April 2015, institutions gradually 
sent their student population file back to the NSSE by uploading it to a secured web portal 
provided by the NSSE (NSSE, n.d.-c). The survey administration closed on June 1, 2015. In late 
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summer 2015, the NSSE sent individual school report binders and data files back to participating 
institutions.  
Since the NSSE was launched in 2000, over 1600 institutions and nearly five million 
students have chosen to participate. In 2015, 315,815 students from 541 U.S. colleges and 
universities responded to the NSSE (NSSE, 2015). On average, the response rate of the 2015 
NSSE among U.S. institutions was 29% (NSSE, 2015). 
In this study, I compared CIS and U.S. student engagement, focusing on first-year and 
senior students. Student class standing (e.g., first-year, senior) used in this study was provided by 
NSSE participating institutions. Additionally, a question in the 2015 NSSE allowed researchers 
to identify whether the respondent was an international student or not (Question 31a. Are you an 
international student?). If a respondent reported that he or she was an international student, a 
following question allowed researchers to identify the student’s country of origin (Question 31b. 
What is your country of citizenship?).  
After filtering students’ countries of origin and only including those who responded to all 
the demographic questions, engagement questions, and overall institutional satisfaction questions 
used in this study, this study included 9,297 (3.9%) first-year and senior international students. 
Among the 9,036 first-year and senior international students who reported their country of origin 
to the NSSE, those who identified that country as China (1,938 students, 24.4%), Hong Kong (99 
students, 1.1%), Macau (four students, nearly 0%), or Taiwan (122 students, 1.4%) were grouped 
into “Chinese international students” (CISs) for the purposes of this study. Therefore, 2,163 CISs 
from 279 institutions completed the 2015 NSSE, representing 23.9% of the total international 
participants. 
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CIS sample description. There was a slightly greater percentage of first-year CISs 
(52.8%) than senior CISs (47.2%). Among CIS respondents, females outnumbered males among 
both first-year and senior CISs (First-year: 56.8% vs. 43.2%; Senior: 58.6% vs. 41.4%). This 
information on student gender comes from the institution-reported gender identity of 
participating students. This represents a reversal of the proportion of male versus female CISs 
studying in the U.S. as compared to two decades ago. Both Lin (1998) and Cao (1997) claimed 
that the number of male students was dominant among the CIS population in the 1990s.  
When examining students by their disciplinary areas, among first-year CISs, students 
studying business (37.4%) were the most representative group, followed by students majoring in 
the physical sciences, mathematics, and computer science (11.7%) and engineering (11.2%). 
Students studying in the social services professions were the least representative group (.5%). 
Among senior CISs, business (44.5%) was also the dominant major, followed by engineering 
(10.6%) and the physical sciences, mathematics, and computer science (9.8%). The distribution 
of CISs among different disciplinary areas is very different from that of CISs a decade ago. 
Frank (2000) claimed that the disciplinary areas of CISs a decade ago centered on science- and 
technology- oriented majors, such as the natural sciences, engineering, computer science, and 
biochemistry. In recent years, the disciplinary areas of CISs have expanded to the social 
sciences, communications, library sciences, arts, and humanities (Zhao, 2005). The shift in CIS 
disciplinary areas in the U.S. reflects that the academic interests of CISs have become more 
diverse. 
The proportion of first-year CISs (96.0%) who were enrolled as full-time was larger than 
that of senior CISs (92.8%). The proportion of CISs who took all courses online in the 2014-15 
academic year was nearly equal between first-year and senior CISs (2.2% vs. 2.3%). Thirty-five-
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point-one percent of first-year CISs were first-generation college students, and 34.6% of senior 
CISs were first-generation college students. The definition of first-generation college student in 
this study is in accord with the one defined in the NSSE—neither parent/those who raised a 
student having earned a bachelor’s degree (NSSE, n.d.-d). A greater percentage of first-year 
(98.3%) versus senior (74.2%) CISs reported themselves as traditional students (under 24 years 
old). When asking about their highest level of educational aspiration, 47.7% of first-year and 
50.6% of senior CISs responded that they expected to complete a master’s degree. More than 
half of first-year CISs (54.9%) and senior CISs (53.6%) obtained mostly As in their grades. 
Further details on this comparison can be found in Table 3.1.  
U.S. sample description. In the 2015 NSSE, 227,497 participants reported that they were 
U.S. students. Those 227,497 U.S. students were distributed across 541 institutions in the U.S. 
To effectively compare the engagement of CISs and U.S. students in the same context, I limited 
U.S. student samples to those who enrolled in the 279 institutions that had CIS respondents to the 
2015 NSSE. Therefore, 158,543 U.S. students were included in this study.  
As opposed to the CIS sample, senior U.S. students (59.3%) outnumbered first-year U.S. 
students (40.7%). There were two times as many female as male respondents among both first-
year and senior U.S. students (First-year: 67.7% vs. 32.3%; Senior: 65.5% vs. 35.0%). Again, 
such information came from the institution-reported gender identity of participating students. 
Among both first-year and senior U.S. students, the most representative race and ethnicity group 
was White (First-year: 65.0%; Senior: 67.9%), followed by Hispanic or Latino (First-year: 
13.1%; Senior: 11.1%) and Black or African American (First-year: 8.7%; Senior: 8.2%).  
The distribution of U.S. students among disciplinary areas differed from that of CISs. 
Among first-year U.S. students, the most representative disciplinary area among U.S. students 
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was health (16.8%), followed by business (15.1%) and agriculture and natural resources (11.0%). 
Among senior U.S. students, the most representative disciplinary area was business (17.0%), 
followed by health (15.5%) and social sciences (12.0%).  
A slightly smaller percentage of senior U.S. students enrolled as full-time (83.4%) 
compared with first-year U.S. students (95.7%). Overall, the proportion of U.S. students who 
took all courses online was slightly higher than that of CISs among both first-year and senior 
students: 10.2% of senior U.S. students took all courses online, nearly three times as many as 
first-year U.S. students (3.1%). The proportion of first-generation college students among U.S. 
students was also higher than that of CISs among both first-year and senior students: 43.6% of 
first-year and 47.5% of senior U.S. students were first-generation college students. Ninety-four-
point-two percent of first-year and 61.3% of senior U.S. students were traditional students. 
Forty-point-one percent of first-year and 43.9% of senior U.S. students expected to complete a 
master’s degree. Nearly half of first-year U.S. (48.0%) and senior U.S. students (52.7%) obtained 
mostly As in their grades. See Table 3.1 for details.  
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Table 3.1 
 
Selected Characteristics of Chinese International and U.S. Students  
    
  
CISs (N = 2,163) U.S. students (N = 158,543) 
First-year Senior First-year Senior 
Count % Count % Count % Count % 
Gender Identity 
 Male 493 43.2% 423 41.4% 30,035 32.3% 47,124 35.0% 
 Female 649 56.8% 598 58.6% 62,953 67.7% 87,355 65.0% 
Disciplinary areas 
 
Arts & Humanities 116 10.4% 78 7.7% 8,134 8.8% 13,366 10.0% 
Biological Sciences, 
Agriculture, & Natural 
Resources 
44 4.0% 31 3.1% 10,165 11.0% 11,563 8.7% 
Physical Sciences, 
Mathematics, & Computer 
Science 
130 11.7% 99 9.8% 5,066 5.5% 6,185 4.6% 
Social Sciences 103 9.3% 83 8.2% 9,366 10.2% 16,415 12.3% 
Business 416 37.4% 449 44.5% 13,926 15.1% 22,686 17.0% 
Communications, Media, & 
Public Relations 
44 4.0% 47 4.7% 3,876 4.2% 5,819 4.4% 
Education 22 2.0% 10 1.0% 7,683 8.3% 10,997 8.3% 
Engineering 124 11.2% 107 10.6% 6,528 7.1% 8,669 6.5% 
Health Professions 29 2.6% 41 4.1% 15,456 16.8% 20,690 15.5% 
Social Service Professions 5 .5% 8 .8% 4,887 5.3% 7,213 5.4% 
All Other 25 2.3% 43 4.3% 3,973 4.3% 9,321 7.0% 
Undecided, undeclared 53 4.8% 12 1.2% 3,056 3.3% 365 .3% 
Full time 
 
No 46 4.0% 74 7.2% 3,961 4.3% 22,381 16.6% 
Yes 1,096 96.0% 947 92.8% 89,043 95.7% 112,112 83.4% 
Students taking all courses online 
 
No 1,103 97.8% 989 97.7% 89,443 96.9% 119,767 89.8% 
Yes 25 2.2% 23 2.3% 2,894 3.1% 13,635 10.2% 
First-Generation Status (neither parent/guardian holds a bachelor's degree) 
 
No 735 64.9% 665 65.4% 52,236 56.4% 70,369 52.5% 
Yes 398 35.1% 352 34.6% 40,444 43.6% 63,761 47.5% 
Traditional Age (under 24 years old) 
 
Nontraditional students 19 1.7% 259 25.8% 5,390 5.8% 51,582 38.7% 
Traditional students  1,101 98.3% 746 74.2% 87,189 94.2% 81,729 61.3% 
Educational aspiration 
 
Bachelor’s degree (B.A., 
B.S., etc.) or less 
399 35.2% 361 35.6% 33,439 36.1% 44,998 33.6% 
Master’s degree (M.A., M.S., 
etc.) 
540 47.7% 513 50.6% 37,073 40.1% 58,758 43.9% 
Doctoral or professional 
degree (Ph.D., J.D., M.D., 
etc.) 
193 17.0% 140 13.8% 21,989 23.8% 30,208 22.5% 
Grades 
 Mostly A grades 626 54.9% 547 53.6% 44,520 48.0% 70,715 52.7% 
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Mostly B grades 461 40.4% 434 42.5% 40,247 43.4% 56,473 42.1% 
Mostly C grades or lower 54 4.7% 40 3.9% 8,047 8.7% 7,014 5.2% 
Racial and ethnic identification (U.S. students only) 
 
American Indian or Alaska 
Native 
-- -- -- -- 405 .5% 796 .6% 
Asian -- -- -- -- 4,045 4.8% 5,350 4.3% 
Black or African American -- -- -- -- 7,357 8.7% 10,180 8.2% 
Hispanic or Latino -- -- -- -- 11,165 13.1% 13,716 11.1% 
Native Hawaiian or Other 
Pacific Islander 
-- -- -- -- 322 .4% 558 .5% 
White -- -- -- -- 55,255 65.0% 83,890 67.9% 
Other -- -- -- -- 39 .0% 26 .0% 
Two or more races/ethnicities -- -- -- -- 3,319 3.9% 3,663 3.0% 
Unknown -- -- -- -- 3,059 3.6% 5,396 4.4% 
 
Analytical Methods 
IBM SPSS Statistics was used to analyze the NSSE data. All institutional and student 
information was de-identified in the received NSSE data. Specific analytical methods used to 
answer each research question are presented as follows.  
1. How frequently do CISs utilize effective learning strategies, collaborative 
learning, and student-faculty interaction as they study in colleges and universities in the 
U.S.? To what extent do CISs and U.S. students vary in learning strategies, collaborative 
learning, and student-faculty interaction, controlling for student demographic 
characteristics, educational aspiration, and grades? To answer this research question, 
descriptive analyses were utilized to examine CIS performance in the following three 
engagement indicators in the 2015 NSSE: Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, and 
Student-faculty Interaction. The frequencies of individual items in Learning Strategies, 
Collaborative Learning, and Student-faculty Interaction of CISs and U.S. students were 
examined. The frequencies of first-year students and senior students were examined separately.  
To answer the second part of this research question about the variation in Learning 
Strategies, Collaborative Learning, and Student-faculty Interaction between CISs and U.S. 
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students, the mean differences between first-year CISs and first-year U.S. students in Learning 
Strategies, Collaborative Learning, and Student-faculty Interaction were calculated and 
compared to the mean differences in those three engagement indicators between senior CISs and 
senior U.S. students. Additionally, a set of Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression with 
Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, and Student-faculty Interaction as dependent 
variables were conducted separately, controlling for student demographic characteristics, 
educational aspiration, and grades. Because student demographic characteristics, educational 
aspiration, and grades may have effects on dependent variables and due to the fact that I wanted 
to remove their effects from the equation, the following variables were entered into those OLS 
regression models as control variables: gender identity, disciplinary area, age, enrollment status, 
taking all courses online, first-generation status, educational aspiration, and grades. All control 
variables were grand-mean centered prior to entry into this model to avoid the issue of 
multicollinearity. First-year students and senior students were examined separately. 
It is worth noting that, before making decisions about using OLS regression models, I 
first examined the necessity of using multilevel modeling to answer this research question. Given 
the data collecting methods of the 2015 NSSE, students were nested within their institutions. As 
described previously, NSSE participating institutions submitted all of their first-year and senior 
students’ population data file to the NSSE. Then, the NSSE selected a random sample from the 
institutional population data file based on its undergraduate enrollment, rather than randomly 
selecting students nationwide (NSSE, n.d.-c). That means that the 2015 NSSE data may have a 
hierarchical or clustered structure. Compared to an OLS regression model, multilevel modeling 
or Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM) has many advantages, such as taking into account the 
hierarchical nature of the data; simultaneously modeling all levels of interest, such as individual, 
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major, and institutional levels; and investigating intra-level interactions (Burstein, 1980; 
Rocconi, 2013; Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). Therefore, the intra-class correlation (ICC) 
coefficient was calculated to examine whether using multilevel modeling is necessary for 
answering this research question or not (Hox, 1998). 
Among the 279 institutions with CISs respondents, 59 had at least ten CIS respondents. I 
selected those 59 NSSE participating institutions and calculated the ICCs for Learning 
Strategies, Collaborative Learning, and Student-faculty Interaction. The between-group variance 
(𝜏0
2) of Learning Strategies was 2.539, and the within-group variance (𝜎0
2) of Learning Strategies 
was 206.171. See the calculation of the intra-class correlation coefficient below: 
Intra-class Correlation Coefficient = 
𝜏0
2
𝜏0
2+ 𝜎0
2 =  
2.539
2.539+ 2.6.171
  = 1.2% 
This means that 1.2% of the variance in Learning Strategies can be attributed to 
differences between institutions. The between-group variance (𝜏0
2) of Collaborative Learning was 
6.095, and the within-group variance (𝜎0
2) of Collaborative Learning was 196.605. The ICC for 
Collaborative Learning was 3.0%, which meant that 3.0% of the variance in Collaborative 
Learning can be attributed to differences between institutions. Additionally, the between-group 
variance (𝜏0
2) of Student-faculty Interaction was 7.014, and the within-group variance (𝜎0
2) of 
Student-faculty Interaction was 237.312. The ICC for Student-faculty Interaction was 2.9%, 
which meant that 2.9% of the variance in Student-faculty Interaction can be attributed to 
differences between institutions. 
Based on the ICC cutoffs proposed by Mass and Hox (2004) (Small: .10; Medium: .20; 
and large: .30), the ICCs of Learning Strategies (1.2%), Collaborative Learnings (3.0%), and 
Student-faculty Interactions (2.9%) were very small. Additionally, because this study mainly 
focused on individual- rather than institution-level variations in Learning Strategies, 
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Collaborative Learnings, and Student-faculty Interactions, and because it did not concentrate on 
investigating the influence of colleges or universities on students, it did not use multilevel 
modeling to answer this research question. Instead, it used a single-level statistical model—an 
OLS regression with students as the unit of analysis. The OLS regression, an important and 
widely used method in multivariate analyses, allows researchers to analyze the relationship 
among multiple independent variables and a dependent variable that are correlated with each 
other to varying degrees (Burstein, 1980; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Thus, OLS regression 
models were used to answer this research question.  
Taking the model with Learning Strategies as the dependent variable as an example, the 
OLS regression model was:  
Learning Strategies = a + b1 (CISs) + b2 (Female) + b3 (Disciplinary areas) + b4 (Traditional age) 
+ b5 (Full-time) + b6 (Taking all courses online) + b7 (First-generation) + b8 
(Educational aspiration) + b9 (Grades) + e 
These four assumptions of the OLS regression were examined: Multivariate normality, 
linearity, homoscedasticity, and independence (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). When examining the 
normality of these OLS models, the residuals of the dependent variable Learning Strategies were 
not strictly normally distributed but were negatively skewed. Also, the residuals of the dependent 
variable Student-faculty Interaction were not strictly normally distributed but were positively 
skewed. Läärä (2009) argued that most statistical techniques based on normality are robust 
enough against violation. Additionally, the Central Limit Theorem states that “the distribution of 
the sum (or average) of a large number of independent, identically distributed variables will be 
approximately normal, regardless of the underlying distribution” (University of Alabama in 
Huntsville, n.d.). This study used a large data set with a large number of dependent and identical 
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variables. Based on the Central Limit Theorem, approximate normality can be assumed and the 
negatively skewed dependent variable Learning Strategies and the positively skewed dependent 
variable Student-faculty Interaction will not influence the robustness of the OLS models in this 
study. 
2. What is the relationship between CIS learning strategies, collaborative learning, 
student-faculty interaction, and their overall institutional satisfaction? To answer this 
research question, an OLS regression model was conducted to examine the relationship between 
Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, Student-faculty Interaction and Overall Institutional 
Satisfaction among CISs, controlling for student demographic characteristics. Similar to 
answering the first research question, the intra-class correlation (ICC) coefficient was calculated 
among CIS samples to examine whether using a multilevel modeling was necessary for 
answering this research question or not (Hox, 1998). 
Those 59 NSSE participating schools that had at least ten CISs were selected to compute 
the intra-class correlation among CIS samples. The between-group variance (𝜏0
2) of CIS Overall 
Institutional Satisfaction was 3.638, and the within-group variance (𝜎0
2) of CIS Overall 
Institutional Satisfaction was 133.811. See the calculation of the intra-class correlation 
coefficient below: 
Intra-class Correlation Coefficient = 
𝜏0
2
𝜏0
2+ 𝜎0
2 =  
3.638
3.638+ 133.811
  = 2.6% 
This means that 2.6% of the variance in CISs’ Overall Institutional Satisfaction can be attributed 
to differences between institutions. Based on the ICC cutoffs proposed by Mass and Hox (2004) 
(Small: .10; Medium: .20; and large: .30), the ICC among CIS samples in this study (2.6%) was 
very small. Additionally, because this study mainly focused on individual- rather than institution-
level variations in CISs’ Overall Institutional Satisfaction, and because it did not concentrate on 
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investigating the influence of colleges or universities on students, it did not use multilevel 
modeling.  
Instead, an OLS regression was used to answer this research question. The dependent 
variable in this model was Students’ Overall Institutional Satisfaction measure, which was 
standardized prior to entry into the model. The independent variables included Learning 
Strategies, Collaborative Learning, and Student-faculty Interaction, with a set of control 
variables of demographic characteristics, educational aspirations, and grades of CISs: gender 
identity, disciplinary area, age, enrollment status, taking all courses online, first-generation 
status, educational aspiration, and grades. These CIS characteristics may also have effects on CIS 
Overall Institutional Satisfaction. I wanted to remove those effects from the regression equation 
and enter them into the regression model as control variables. All control variables were grand-
mean centered prior to entry into this model to avoid the issue of multicollinearity. Again, first-
year students and senior students in Chinese and U.S. student groups were examined separately. 
These four assumptions of the OLS regression were also examined: Multivariate normality, 
linearity, homoscedasticity, and independence (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Both the model of 
first-year students and the model of senior students met the assumption of OLS regression.  
The OLS regression model was:  
Overall Institutional Satisfaction = a + b1 (Learning Strategies) + b2 (Collaborative Learning) + 
b3 (Student-faculty Interaction) + b4 (Female) + b5 (Disciplinary areas) + b6 
(Traditional age) + b7 (Full-time) + b8 (Taking all courses online) + b9 (First-
generation) + b10 (Educational aspiration) + b11 (Grades) + e 
3. How does the relationship between student utilization of learning strategies, 
collaborative learning, student-faculty interaction, and overall institutional satisfaction 
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vary between CISs and U.S. students? Another OLS regression was conducted to examine the 
relationship between the three Engagement Indicators (Learning Strategies, Collaborative 
Learning, and Student-faculty Interaction) and Overall Institutional Satisfaction, with interaction 
effects between engagement indictors and students’ countries of origin. Three interaction terms 
between the three engagement indicators and students who identified themselves as CISs or U.S. 
students (displayed as “Countries of Origin” in the model below) were created and entered into 
the OLS regression separately based on the analyses of the third research question. The 
dependent variable—students’ Overall Institutional Satisfaction—was standardized prior to entry 
into the model. The control variables used in this model were the same as those used in 
answering the third research question. All control variables were grand-mean centered prior to 
entry into this model to avoid the issue of multicollinearity. As with the previous three research 
questions, first-year students and senior students were examined separately. The OLS regression 
model was:  
Overall Institutional Satisfaction = a + b1 (Learning Strategies) + b2 (Collaborative Learning) + 
b3 (Student-faculty Interaction) + b4 (Countries of Origin) + b5 (LS × Countries of 
Origin) + b6 (Collaborative Learning × Countries of Origin) + b7 (Student-faculty 
Interaction × Countries of Origin) + b8 (Female) + b9 (Disciplinary areas) + b10 
(Traditional age) + b11 (Full-time) + b12 (Taking all courses online) + b13 (First-
generation) + b14 (Educational aspiration) + b15 (Grades) + e 
4. To what extent do first-year and senior CISs differ in their utilization of learning 
strategies, collaborative learning, student-faculty interaction, after controlling for student 
demographic characteristics, educational aspiration, and grades? To what extent do first-
year and senior CISs differ in overall institutional satisfaction, controlling for CIS learning 
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strategies, collaborative learning, student-faculty interaction, and a set of student 
characteristics? The intra-class correlation coefficients of Learning Strategies, Collaborative 
Learning, and Student-faculty Interaction among CISs were also examined. The between-group 
variance (𝜏0
2) of CIS Learning Strategies was 5.297, and the within-group variance (𝜎0
2) of CIS 
Learning Strategies was 206.583. The calculation of intra-class correlation coefficient was as 
follows: Intra-class Correlation Coefficient = 
𝜏0
2
𝜏0
2+ 𝜎0
2 =  
5.297
5.297+ 206.583
  = 2.5%. That means 2.5% of 
the variance in CIS Learning Strategies could be attributed to the differences between 
institutions.  
Additionally, the between-group variance (𝜏0
2) of CIS Collaborative Learning was 2.140, 
and the within-group variance (𝜎0
2) of CIS Collaborative Learning was 163.876. The calculation 
of the intra-class correlation coefficient was as follows: Intra-class Correlation Coefficient = 
𝜏0
2
𝜏0
2+ 𝜎0
2 =  
2.140
2.140+ 163.876
  = 1.3%. That means 1.3% of the variance in CIS Collaborative Learning 
could be attributed to the differences between institutions. 
The between-group variance (𝜏0
2) of CIS Student-faculty Interaction was 2.467, and the 
within-group variance (𝜎0
2) of CIS Student-faculty Interaction was 212.590. The calculation of 
intra-class correlation coefficient was as follows: 
Intra-class Correlation Coefficient = 
𝜏0
2
𝜏0
2+ 𝜎0
2 =  
2.467
2.467+ 212.590
  = 1.1%. That means 1.1% of the 
variance in CIS Student-faculty Interaction can be attributed to the differences between 
institutions. 
Based on the ICC cutoffs proposed by Mass and Hox (2004) (Small: .10; Medium: .20; 
and large: .30), the ICC among the CIS samples shown above was very small. Additionally, 
because this study mainly focused on variations in CIS learning strategies, collaborative learning, 
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student-faculty interaction, and overall institutional satisfaction on an individual level, rather 
than on an institutional level, and because this study did not concentrate on investigating the 
influence of colleges or universities on students, multilevel modeling was not used when 
answering this research question.  
Thus, four additional OLS regression models were used to examine the variations in 
Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, Student-faculty Interaction, and Overall 
Institutional Satisfaction between first-year CISs and senior CISs, controlling for other 
demographic and course characteristics. The dependent variables, Learning Strategies, 
Collaborative Learning, Student-faculty Interaction, and Overall Institutional Satisfaction, were 
standardized prior to entry into the models. Again, I wanted to hold constant these variables that 
I was not interested in but which may have an effect on the dependent variable. For the models 
with a dependent variable of Learning Strategies, the model with a dependent variable of 
Collaborative Learning, and the model with a dependent variable of Student-faculty Interaction, 
the control variables entered into these three models included gender identity, disciplinary area, 
age, enrollment status, students taking all courses online, first-generation status, educational 
aspiration, and grades. For the model with Overall Institutional Satisfaction, the control variables 
not only included student demographic characteristics, educational aspiration, and grades, they 
also included Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, and Student-faculty Interaction, 
because these three engagement indicators also could have effects on student Overall 
Institutional Satisfaction and should be controlled. All control variables were grand-mean 
centered prior to entry into this model to avoid the issue of multicollinearity.   
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Taking the model with CIS Learning Strategies as the dependent variable and the model 
with CIS Overall Institutional Satisfaction as the dependent variable as examples, the OLS 
regression model were:  
Learning Strategies = a + b1 (Senior students) + b2 (Female) + b3 (Disciplinary areas) + b4 
(Traditional age) + b5 (Full-time) + b6 (Taking all Courses Online) + b7 (First-
generation) + b8 (Educational aspiration) + b9 (Grades) + e 
Overall Institutional Satisfaction = a + b1 (Learning Strategies) + b2 (Collaborative Learning) + 
b3 (Student-faculty Interaction) + b4 (Senior students) + b5 (Female) + b6 
(Disciplinary areas) + b7 (Traditional age) + b8 (Full-time) + b9 (Taking all 
Courses Online) + b10 (First-generation) + b11 (Educational aspiration) + b12 
(Grades) + e 
5. Does a student’s country of origin (China vs. the U.S.) moderate the impact of 
class standing (first-year vs. senior) on learning strategies, collaborative learning, student-
faculty interaction, and overall institutional satisfaction? Four OLS regression models were 
used to answer the fifth research question with Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, and 
Student-faculty Interaction, and Overall Institutional Satisfaction entered as the dependent 
variables individually. An interaction term between students who identified themselves as CISs 
or U.S. and students’ class standings (first-year vs. senior) (interaction term: Countries of Origin 
× Class standing) was entered into each OLS regression model based on analyses of the fifth 
research question. The dependent variables were standardized prior to entry into the model. The 
control variables used in each model were the same as those used in answering the fifth research 
question. Again, all control variables were grand-mean centered prior to entry into this model to 
avoid the issue of multicollinearity.  
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Taking the model with the dependent variable Collaborative Learning and the model with 
the dependent variable Overall Institutional Satisfaction as examples, the OLS regression model 
were: 
Collaborative Learning = a + b1 (Senior students) + b2 (Countries of Origin) + b3 (Countries of 
Origin × Class standing) + b4 (Female) + b5 (Disciplinary areas) + b6 (Traditional 
age) + b7 (Full-time) + b8 (Taking all courses online) + b9 (First-generation) + b10 
(Educational aspiration) + b11 (Grades) + e 
Overall Institutional Satisfaction = a + b1 (Learning Strategies) + b2 (Collaborative Learning) + 
b3 (Senior students) + b4 (Senior students) + b5 (Countries of Origin) + b6 
(Countries of Origin × Class standing) + b7 (Female) + b8 (Disciplinary areas) + 
b9 (Traditional age) + b10 (Full-time) + b11 (Taking all courses online) + b12 
(First-generation) + b13 (Educational aspiration) + b14 (Grades) + e 
Study Limitations  
Despite a set of promising findings, this study has five primary limitations. First, the 
convenience sampling used by NSSE may have influenced the random sample in this study. 
Institutions self-select to register and administer NSSE on their campuses rather than NSSE 
randomly selecting students in U.S. colleges and universities nationwide. First-year and senior 
student participants were randomly selected by NSSE based on the student population data file 
provided by NSSE participating institutions. Therefore, the generalizability of this study might 
be a concern. Some caution is required when institutional researchers and policy makers apply 
the findings of this study among colleges and universities that enroll a disproportionally small 
number of international students. 
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Second, this study focuses on the undergraduate experiences of CISs and U.S. students. 
However, the student country of origin was self-reported. NSSE data offers no information on 
the type of visa, such as F-1 student or J-1 exchange visitor visas, held by Chinese students who 
reported themselves as international students. Additionally, I was not able to identify Chinese 
students who reported themselves as international students but had pursued primary and 
secondary education in the U.S. The collegiate experiences of that group of Chinese students are 
different from the experiences of CISs who mainly received their secondary education in China, 
Hong Kong, Macau, or Taiwan. Similarly, I was not able to identify U.S. students who received 
secondary education outside the U.S. The collegiate experiences of those U.S. students may also 
be different from the experiences of their peers who received both their secondary and 
postsecondary education in the U.S.  
Third, because this study used the 2015 NSSE as a secondary data source, researchers 
and readers may not be able to explore further information about the three NSSE engagement 
indicators (Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, and Student-faculty Interaction) used in 
this study unless they rely on the three or four variables included in the scales. The Learning 
Strategies scale contains three variables that measure the strategies students use to identify key 
information, take notes, and summarize course materials in learning. However, from the 2015 
NSSE dataset, researchers and readers cannot obtain information regarding specific learning 
strategies used by students, or to learn about general learning strategies that can promote learning 
across knowledge domains (Ames & Archer, 1988), such as self-monitoring (Weinstein & 
Mayer, 1986) and self-planning (Ames & Archer, 1988). 
Additionally, regarding the Collaborative Learning scale, researchers and readers will not 
be able to identify the demographic characteristics of those who collaborated with the CISs and 
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U.S. students examined in this study, let alone investigate why CISs or U.S. students chose to 
collaborate with specific groups of students rather than others.  
Similar issues apply to the Student-faculty Interaction scale. There was no further 
information regarding in-class or personal interactions between faculty members and students in 
the 2015 NSSE dataset. Although the Student-faculty Interaction scale included four variables 
that measure students’ interactions with faculty members in the context of career planning, time 
spent outside the classroom, non-course work, and academic performance, interactions such as 
discussions about students’ personal lives with faculty members or faculty-student mentorship 
cannot be interpreted from the NSSE 2015 dataset. 
Fourth, the Overall Institutional Satisfaction measure was composed of only two items, 
which might be a concern for model identifiability. According to Anderson and Rubin (1956), it 
is usually recommended to include a minimum of three indicators in a factor. Otherwise, the 
factor may not meet the lower limit of model identifiability.  
Using a small number of variables to create a scale may lead to some debates among 
scholars regarding the validity and reliability of the measures. However, there are still many 
studies that use two items in one scale. For example, McCormick, Sarraf, BrckaLorenz, and 
Haywood (2009) created a scale named “Overall Satisfaction with College (OSC)” that measured 
college students’ overall satisfaction using the same two items in the NSSE as I used in this 
study (p. 12), and they obtained a factor with higher inner reliability of OSC (Cronbach’s α 
= .79). Moreover, using the 2008 NSSE dataset, Korobova (2012) utilized the same two items to 
create a measure named “satisfaction by entire educational experience.” In the 
“Recommendations for Future Research” section in Korobova’s (2012) dissertation (p. 142), she 
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recommended combining more variables to measure satisfaction with the entire educational 
experience.  
Additionally, more evidence about correlations between items and the reliability of a 
measure can prove that Overall Institutional Satisfaction is a valid measure in this study. The two 
items associated with the Overall Institutional Satisfaction measure were strongly correlated 
among both first-year and senior students (Pearson’s correlation coefficient among first-year 
students = .609; Pearson’s correlation coefficient among senior students = .685). Additionally, 
the first-year students’ Cronbach’s α equaled .753, and senior students’ Cronbach’s α 
equaled .809, which can be regarded as satisfactory (Bland & Altman, 1997). Therefore, the 
Overall Institutional Satisfaction measure in this is valid and reliable, though it only included 
two items.  
Fifth, current data does not allow me to track an individual student’s changes in 
engagement from his or her first-year to senior year, especially among CISs. In 2015, the NSSE 
began to ask international students to report their countries of origin.  
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Chapter Four: Results 
 This chapter is organized according to the order of the research questions in this study. 
The results associated with each research question are presented individually. This chapter is 
concluded with a brief summary of the key findings, and these summaries provide the context of 
the discussions, implementations, and conclusions described in the final chapter. 
1. How frequently do CISs utilize effective learning strategies, collaborative learning, and 
student-faculty interaction as they study in colleges and universities in the U.S.? To what 
extent do CISs and U.S. students vary in learning strategies, collaborative learning, and 
student-faculty interaction, controlling for student demographic characteristics, 
educational aspiration, and grades? 
 Descriptive analysis results. Table 4.1 showed the means and standard deviations of 
Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, and Student-faculty Interaction among CISs and 
U.S. students. For these three engagement indicators, first-year CISs had the highest mean score 
in Learning Strategies (M = 40.39, SD = 13.03), followed by the mean score of Collaborative 
Learning (M = 33.50, SD = 13.11); they had the lowest mean score in Student-faculty Interaction 
(M = 25.71, SD = 14.62). Similar to the pattern of first-year CISs, first-year U.S. students had 
the highest mean score in Learning Strategies (M = 40.23, SD = 14.18), followed by the mean 
sore of Collaborative Learning (M = 33.26, SD = 14.17); they also had the lowest mean score in 
Student-Faculty Interaction (M = 21.32, SD = 14.75). Among senior students, CISs had the 
highest mean score in Learning Strategies (M = 39.97, SD = 12.34), followed by the mean score 
of Collaborative Learning (M = 33.86, SD = 12.56); they also had the lowest mean score in 
Student-Faculty Interaction (M = 27.60, SD = 14.40). Similar to the pattern of senior CISs, 
senior U.S. students had the highest mean score in Learning Strategies (M = 40.55, SD = 14.81), 
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followed by the mean score of Collaborative Learning (M = 33.04, SD = 14.58); they also had 
the lowest mean score in Student-Faculty Interaction (M = 24.62, SD = 16.47). The frequencies 
of individual items of each engagement indicator can be found in Table F1 in Appendix F.  
Table 4.1 
 
Means and Standard Deviations of the Main Measurements 
  
  First-year Senior 
  CISs U.S. Students CISs U.S. Students 
  Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Learning Strategies 
(First-year students' α = 
.770; Senior students' α = 
.783) 
40.39 13.03 40.23 14.18 39.97 12.34 40.55 14.81 
Collaborative Learning 
(First-year students' α = 
.816; Senior students' α  = 
.808) 
33.50 13.11 33.26 14.17 33.86 12.56 33.04 14.58 
Student-Faculty 
Interaction (First-year 
students' α = .832; Senior 
students' α= .855) 
25.71 14.62 21.32 14.75 27.60 14.40 24.62 16.47 
  
When the variation of Learning Strategies between first-year CISs and first-year U.S. 
students was examined, the OLS regression results showed that CISs’ employment of Learning 
Strategies was .07 standard deviation higher than that of U.S. students (p <.05), controlling for 
all other variables. A significant regression equation was found (F(21, 89230) = 224.003, p 
< .001) with an adjusted 𝑅2 of .05, which meant that 5% of the variance in Learning Strategies 
can be explained by this model. This finding did not support the hypothesis. Hypothesis One 
indicated that first-year CISs would score similarly to first-year U.S. students in utilizing 
effective learning strategies. However, the finding of this OLS regression model showed that 
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first-year CISs scored higher in utilizing effective learning strategies than first-year U.S. students 
did. 
Among senior students, the OLS regression results showed that CISs’ employment of 
Learning Strategies was .09 higher than that of U.S. students (p <.01), controlling for all other 
variables. A significant regression equation was found (F(21, 128095) = 433.405, p < .001) with 
an adjusted 𝑅2 of .07, which meant that 7% of the variance in Learning Strategies can be 
explained by this model. This finding also did not support the hypothesis. Hypothesis One 
indicated that senior CISs would score similarly to senior U.S. students in utilizing effective 
learning strategies. However, the finding of this OLS regression showed that senior CISs scored 
higher in utilizing effective learning strategies than senior U.S. students did. Please see more 
details about the regression model in Table 4.2. 
Differed from the overall pattern of Learning Strategies, both first-year and senior CISs 
scored higher in “Asked another student to help you understand course material” and scored 
lower in the item “Identified key information from reading assignments” than did U.S. students. 
Discussion about such variance will be presented in Chapter Five. Please see more details about 
individual items in Table F2 in Appendix F.  
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Table 4.2 
 
Regression Results of Student Characteristics and Learning Strategies 
  Learning Strategiesa 
  First-year Senior 
Student Characteristics B SE of B Sig. B SE of B Sig. 
(Constant) .07 .03 *** -.05 .00 *** 
CISs .07 .03 * .09 .03 ** 
Female .15 .01 *** .17 .01 *** 
Disciplinary Areas (Arts and Humanities = reference group)       
 
Biological Sciences, Agriculture, 
and Natural Resources .05 .01 
    
*** .06 .01 *** 
 
Physical Sciences, Mathematics, 
and Computer Science -.05 .02 ** -.16 .02 *** 
 Social Sciences .05 .01 *** .02 .01  
 Business .04 .01 ** -.01 .01  
 
Communications, Media, and 
Public Relations .05 .02 * -.07 .02 *** 
 Education .05 .02 ** .04 .01 ** 
 Engineering -.09 .02 *** -.18 .01 *** 
 Health Professions .14 .01 *** .13 .01 *** 
 Social Service Professions .07 .02 *** .03 .01  
 Other -.03 .02  -.03 .01 * 
 Undecided -.11 .02 *** -.07 .06  
Traditional age -.34 .02 *** -.30 .01 *** 
Full-time -.06 .02 ** -.02 .01 * 
Taking courses all online .19 .02 *** .09 .01 *** 
First generation students .04 .01 *** .08 .01 *** 
Educational Aspirations (Master’s degree = reference 
group)        
 Baccalaureate or less -.13 .01 *** -.16 .01 *** 
 Doctoral degree .11 .01 *** .15 .01 *** 
Grades (As = reference group)       
 Mostly Bs -.14 .01 *** -.10 .01 *** 
 Cs or lower -.35 .01 *** -.30 .01 *** 
R  .22   .26     
Adjusted R2 .05   .07     
F   224.003***   433.405***   
Notes. * p<.05, ** p<.01, ***p<.001, two-tailed. 
a. The continuous variable Learning Strategies was standardized prior to entry into the model.  
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When the variation of Learning Strategies between first-year CISs and first-year U.S. 
students was examined, the OLS regression results showed that CISs’ engagement in 
Collaborative Learning was not statistically significantly different from that of U.S. students. A 
significant regression equation was found (F(21, 88875) = 362.894, p < .001) with an adjusted 
𝑅2 of .08, which meant that 8% of the variance in Collaborative Learning can be explained by 
this model. This finding did not support the hypothesis. Hypothesis One stated that first-year 
CISs would score higher in employing collaborative learning than would first-year U.S. students. 
However, the finding of this OLS regression model indicated that first-year CIS Collaborative 
Learning was not significantly different from that of U.S. students.  
Among senior students, the OLS regression results showed that CISs’ engagement in 
Collaborative Learning was not statistically significantly different from that of U.S. students. A 
significant regression equation was found (F(21, 127754) = 1054.044, p < .001) with an adjusted 
𝑅2 of .15, which meant that 15% of the variance in Collaborative can be explained by this model. 
This finding also did not support the hypothesis. Hypothesis One indicated that senior CISs 
would score higher in employing Collaborative Learning than senior U.S. students do. However, 
the finding of this OLS regression showed that senior CIS Collaborative Learning was not 
significantly different from that of U.S. students. Please see more details about the regression 
model in Table 4.3.  
When the variation of Student-faculty Interaction between CISs and U.S. students was 
examined, the OLS regression results of first-year students showed that CISs’ interaction with 
faculty members was .26 standard deviation higher than that of U.S. students (p <.001), 
controlling for all other variables. A significant regression equation was found (F(21, 89484) = 
104.389, p < .001) with an adjusted 𝑅2 of .02, which meant that 2% of the variance in Student-
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faculty Interaction can be explained by this model. This finding did not support the hypothesis. 
Hypothesis One indicated that first-year CISs would score lower in Student-faculty Interaction 
than would first-year U.S. students. However, the finding of this OLS regression showed that 
first-year CISs scored higher in Student-faculty Interaction than their first-year U.S. students did. 
Please see more details about the regression model in Table 4.3. 
Among senior students, the OLS regression results showed that CISs’ interaction with 
faculty members was .16 higher than that of U.S. students (p <.001), controlling for all other 
variables. A significant regression equation was found (F(21, 128588) = 851.439, p < .001) with 
an adjusted 𝑅2 of .12, which meant that 12% of the variance in Student-faculty Interaction can be 
explained by this model. This finding also did not support the hypothesis. Hypothesis One 
indicated that senior CISs will score lower in Student-faculty Interaction than senior U.S. 
students do. However, this finding of the OLS regression showed senior CISs scored higher in 
Student-faculty Interaction than their senior U.S. students. Please see more details about the 
regression model in Table 4.4.  
Both first-year CISs and senior CISs had much higher interaction with faculty member 
than did their U.S. peers, a finding which may not fit with faculty members’ assumptions. It may 
be more helpful to examine the pattern of the individual items of the Student-faculty Interaction 
scale. By examining the means for individual items, I found that among both first-year and 
senior students, CISs had lower means scores of the item “talked about career plans with a 
faculty member.” However, CISs had higher mean scores (p <.001) than did their U.S. peers 
among both first-year and senior students in the following three items: “Worked with a faculty 
member on activities other than coursework (committees, student groups, etc.),” “Discussed 
course topics, ideas, or concepts with a faculty member outside of class,” and “Discussed your 
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academic performance with a faculty member.” Please see more details about the individual 
items of Student-faculty Interaction in Table F1 in Appendix F.  
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Table 4.3 
 
Regression Results of Student Characteristics and Collaborative Learning  
 
  Collaborative Learninga 
  First-year Senior 
Student Characteristics B SE of B Sig. B SE of B Sig. 
(Constant) -.11 .00 *** .08 .00 *** 
CISs -.04 .03  -.09 .03  
Female .04 .01 *** .02 .01 ** 
Disciplinary Areas (Arts and Humanities = reference group)    
 
Biological Sciences, Agriculture, and Natural 
Resources .30 .01 *** .32 .01 ** 
 
Physical Sciences, Mathematics, and Computer 
Science .17 .02 *** .32 .01 *** 
 Social Sciences .04 .01 ** .04 .01 *** 
 Business .23 .01 *** .34 .01 *** 
 Communications, Media, and Public Relations .14 .02 *** .22 .01 *** 
 Education .20 .02 *** .39 .01 *** 
 Engineering .46 .02 *** .68 .01 *** 
 Health Professions .29 .01 *** .45 .01 *** 
 Social Service Professions .07 .02 *** .15 .01 *** 
 Other .13 .02 *** .19 .01 *** 
 Undecided -.03 .02  .29 .05 *** 
Traditional age .43 .02 *** .25 .01 *** 
Full-time .22 .02 *** .28 .01 *** 
Taking courses all online -.66 .02 *** -.72 .01 *** 
First generation students -.05 .01 *** -.03 .01 *** 
Educational Aspirations (Master’s degree = reference group)     
 Baccalaureate or less -.10 .01 *** -.10 .01 *** 
 Doctoral degree .07 .01 *** .04 .01 *** 
Grades (As = reference group)    
 Mostly Bs .00 .01  .05 .01 *** 
 Cs or lower -.20 .01 *** -.07 .01 *** 
R  .28   .38   
Adjusted R2 .08   .15   
F 362.894***  1054.044***  
Notes. * p<.05, ** p<.01, ***p<.001, two-tailed. 
a. The continuous variable Collaborative Learning was standardized prior to entry into the model.  
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Table 4.4 
 
Regression Results of Student Characteristics and Student-faculty Interaction 
 
  Student-faculty Interactiona 
  First-year Senior 
Student Characteristics B SE of B Sig. B SE of B Sig. 
(Constant) -.18 .00 *** .14 .00 *** 
CISs .26 .03 *** .16 .03 *** 
Female -.07 .01 *** -.02 .01 ** 
Disciplinary Areas (Arts and Humanities = reference group)    
 
Biological Sciences, Agriculture, 
and Natural Resources -.08 .01 *** -.18 .01 *** 
 
Physical Sciences, Mathematics, 
and Computer Science -.16 .01 *** -.16 .02 *** 
 Social Sciences -.13 .01 *** -.18 .01 *** 
 Business -.02 .01  -.23 .01 *** 
 
Communications, Media, and 
Public Relations .03 .01  .03 .02 * 
 Education .06 .01 *** .05 .01 *** 
 Engineering -.22 .01 *** -.26 .01 *** 
 Health Professions -.05 .01 *** -.11 .01 *** 
 Social Service Professions .02 .01  -.09 .01 *** 
 Other -.03 .01  -.11 .01 *** 
 Undecided -.20 .01 *** -.03 .05  
Traditional age .22 .01 *** .29 .01 *** 
Full-time .11 .01 *** .23 .01 *** 
Taking courses all online -.20 .01 *** -.50 .01 *** 
First generation students .06 .01 *** .02 .01 ** 
Educational Aspirations (Master’s degree = reference group)     
 Baccalaureate or less -.08 .01 *** -.16 .01 *** 
 Doctoral degree .14 .01 *** .26 .01 *** 
Grades (As = reference group)    
 Mostly Bs -.02 .01 ** -.09 .01 *** 
 Cs or lower -.08 .01 *** -.21 .01 *** 
R  .16   .35   
Adjusted R2 .02   .12   
F 104.389***  851.439***  
Notes. * p<.05, ** p<.01, ***p<.001, two-tailed. 
a. The continuous variable Student-faculty Interaction was standardized prior to entry into the model.  
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The second half of Hypothesis One indicated that the differences in utilizing effective 
learning strategies, employing collaborative learning, and student-faculty interaction between 
senior CISs and senior U.S. students would be smaller than that between first-year CISs and 
first-year U.S. students. According to the findings, the mean differences in utilizing effective 
learning strategies between first-year CISs and first-year U.S. students (.16) was smaller than the 
mean difference in Learning Strategies between senior CISs and senior U.S. students (.58), 
which did not support the hypothesis. The mean differences in Collaborative Learning between 
first-year CISs and first-year U.S. students (.24) was smaller than the mean differences in 
Collaborative Learning between senior CISs and senior U.S. students (.82), which was also 
opposite to the hypothesis. Nevertheless, the mean differences in Student-faculty Interaction 
between first-year CISs and first-year U.S. students (4.39) was larger than the mean differences 
in Student-faculty Interaction between senior CISs and senior U.S. students (2.98), which 
supported the hypothesis. Please see more details about the means and standard deviations of 
each engagement indicators in Table F2 in Appendix F.  
2. What is the relationship between CIS learning strategies, collaborative learning, student-
faculty interaction, and their overall institutional satisfaction? 
 Per the OLS regression results, among first-year CISs, Learning Strategies, Collaborative 
Learning, Student-faculty Interaction scales all had a significant and positive relationship with 
Overall Institutional Satisfaction, controlling for all other student characteristics. The coefficient 
of Learning Strategies (B = .12, p < .001) reflected that, for every one standard deviation 
increase in Learning Strategies among first-year CISs, the Overall Institutional Satisfaction of 
first-year CISs would increase .12 standard deviations, holding all other variables constant. The 
coefficient of Collaborative Learning (B = .07, p < .05) reflected that, for every one standard 
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deviation increases in Collaborative Learning among first-year CISs, the Overall Institutional 
Satisfaction of first-year CISs would increase .07 standard deviations, holding all other variables 
constant. The coefficient of Student-faculty Interaction (B = .12, p < .001) reflected that for 
every one standard deviation increases in Student-faculty Interaction among first-year CISs, the 
Overall Institutional Satisfaction of first-year CISs would increase .12 standard deviations, 
holding all other variables constant. A significant regression equation was found (F(23,937) = 
5.213, p < .001) with an adjusted 𝑅2 of .09, which means that 9% of the variance in first-year 
CIS Overall Institutional Satisfaction could be explained by this model. Such positive and 
significant relationship between Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, Student-faculty 
Interaction, and Overall Institutional Satisfaction among first-year CISs did support Hypothesis 
Two, which stipulated that first-year CIS learning strategies, collaborative learning, and student-
faculty interaction would have a positive relationship with their overall institutional satisfaction. 
Such a positive and strong relationship indicated that, if colleges and universities plan to promote 
first-year CIS Overall Institutional Satisfaction, they should make efforts in encouraging student 
engagement in Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, and Student-faculty Interaction. 
Among senior CISs, Learning Strategies and Student-faculty Interaction scales had a 
significant and positive relationship with students’ Overall Institutional Satisfaction, controlling 
for all other student characteristics. The coefficient of Learning Strategies (B = .19, p 
< .001)reflected that, for every one standard deviation increases in Learning Strategies among 
senior CISs, the Overall Institutional Satisfaction of senior CISs would increase .19 standard 
deviations, holding all other variables constant. The coefficient of Student-faculty Interaction (B 
= .13, p < .001)reflected that, for every one standard deviation increases in Student-faculty 
Interaction among senior CISs, the Overall Institutional Satisfaction of senior CISs would 
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increase .13 standard deviations, holding all other variables constant. A significant regression 
equation was found (F(23,869) = 6.556, p < .001) with an adjusted 𝑅2 of .13, which means that 
13% of the variance in senior CIS Overall Institutional Satisfaction could be explained by this 
model. Due to the insignificant relationship between collaborative learning and overall 
institutional satisfaction, this finding partially supported Hypothesis Two, which proposed that 
senior CIS learning strategies, collaborative learning, and student-faculty interaction would have 
a positive relationship with their overall institutional satisfaction. Such a positive and strong 
relationship indicated that, if colleges and universities plan to promote senior CIS Overall 
Institutional Satisfaction, they should make efforts in encouraging student engagement in 
Learning Strategies and Student-faculty Interaction. Please see more details about the 
regression models in Table 4.5.  
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Table 4.5 
 
Regression Results of Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, Student-faculty Interaction 
and Overall Institutional Satisfaction among CISs 
 
 Overall Institutional Satisfaction a 
 First-year CISs Senior CISs 
Student Characteristics B SE of B Sig. B SE of B Sig. 
(Constant) -.25 .06 *** -.12 .05 * 
Learning Strategiesa .12 .03 *** .19 .04 *** 
Collaborative Learninga .07 .03 * .02 .04  
Student-faculty Interactiona .12 .03 *** .13 .03 *** 
Female -.01 .05  .09 .06  
Disciplinary Areas (Arts and Humanities = reference group) 
 
Biological Sciences, Agriculture, and 
Natural Resources 
-.27 .14   
.18 .19  
 
Physical Sciences, Mathematics, and 
Computer Science 
-.17 .10  
.01 .13  
 Social Sciences .07 .11   .11 .14  
 Business -.09 .09   .07 .11  
 
Communications, Media, and Public 
Relations 
-.22 .14   
.04 .16  
 Education .15 .19  .36 .31  
 Engineering .04 .11  .25 .13  
 Health Professions .04 .16  .19 .17  
 Social Service Professions -.49 .37  .53 .33  
 Other .18 .17  -.05 .17  
 Undecided -.15 .14  .05 .31  
Traditional age -.09 .19   -.11 .07  
Full-time -.04 .13  -.20 .11  
Taking courses all online .05 .17  .43 .19 * 
First generation students .02 .05  .00 .06  
Educational Aspirations (Master’s degree = reference group)      
 Baccalaureate or less -.01 .06  -.11 .06  
 Doctoral degree .02 .07 
 .09 .09  
Grades (As = reference group) 
 Mostly Bs -.13 .05 * -.13 .06 * 
 Cs or lower -.34 .12 ** -.69 .15 *** 
R 
 
.33 
  
.39   
Adjusted 𝑅2 .09  
 
.13   
F  5.213*** 6.556*** 
Notes. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001, two-tailed. 
a. Continuous variables (Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, Student-faculty Interaction, and Overall Institutional Satisfaction) were 
standardized prior to entry into the model.  
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3. How does the relationship between student utilization of learning strategies, 
collaborative learning, student-faculty interaction and overall institutional satisfaction vary 
between CISs and U.S. students? 
To answer the third research question, an interaction term was added into the regression 
model to determine whether the effects of Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, Student-
Faculty Interaction on Overall Institutional Satisfaction varied by student country of origin 
(China vs. the U.S.). First-year students and senior students were examined separately. Results 
showed that the interaction terms were non-significant among first-year students, meaning that a 
student’s country of origin did not moderate the effect. In other words, the positive relationship 
between Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, Student-faculty Interaction and Overall 
Institutional Satisfaction did not statistically and significantly vary between first-year CISs and 
first-year U.S. students. Additionally, a significant regression equation was found (F(27, 85373) 
= 330.893, p < .001) with an adjusted 𝑅2 of .09, which means that 9% of the variance in first-
year students’ Overall Institutional Satisfaction could be explained by this model. For the full 
model, the R2 change is very close to 0. The ∆F(3,85373) =.79, which was not statistically 
significant. The findings did not support the hypothesis. Hypothesis Three indicated that the 
relationship between first-year CIS Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, Student-faculty 
Interaction, and Overall Institutional Satisfaction would be statistically different from the 
relationship of those four measures among U.S. students.  However, the finding of this regression 
model showed that the relationship between first-year CIS Learning Strategies, Collaborative 
Learning, Student-faculty Interaction, and Overall Institutional Satisfaction was not different 
from the relationship of those four measures among U.S. students. Please see Table 4.6 for more 
details about the regression model.  
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Among senior students, interaction terms were also non-significant, meaning that a 
student’s country of origin did not moderate the effect. In other words, the positive relationship 
between Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, Student-Faculty Interaction and Overall 
Institutional Satisfaction did not vary significantly between senior CISs and senior U.S. students. 
A significant regression equation was found (F(27,122678) = 513.453, p < .001) with an 
adjusted 𝑅2 of .10, which means that 10% of the variance in senior students’ Overall Institutional 
Satisfaction could be explained by this model. For the full model, the R2 change was very close 
to 0. The ∆F(3,122678) =.66, which was not statistically significant. The findings did not support 
the hypothesis. Hypothesis Three indicated that the relationship between senior CIS Learning 
Strategies, Collaborative Learning, Student-faculty Interaction, and Overall Institutional 
Satisfaction would be statistically different from the relationship of those four measures among 
U.S. students. However, the finding of this regression model showed that the relationship 
between senior CIS Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, Student-faculty Interaction, and 
Overall Institutional Satisfaction was not different from the relationship of those four measures 
among U.S. students. Please see more details about the regression model in Table 4.7.  
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Table 4.6 
 
Regression Results of Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, and Student-faculty Interaction, and Overall 
Institutional Satisfaction (First-year) 
 
  Overall Institutional Satisfaction a 
Student Characteristics B SE of B Sig. B SE of B Sig. 
(Constant) .07 .00 *** .07 .00 *** 
Learning Strategiesa .14 .00 *** .14 .00 *** 
Collaborative Learninga .07 .00 *** .07 .00 *** 
Student-faculty Interaction a .10 .00 *** .10 .00 *** 
CISs -.32 .03 *** -.33 .03 *** 
Female .03 .01 *** .03 .01 *** 
Disciplinary Areas (Arts and Humanities = reference group) 
 
Biological Sciences, Agriculture, and Natural 
Resources -.09 .01  *** -.09 .01 *** 
 
Physical Sciences, Mathematics, and Computer 
Science -.04 .02 * -.04 .02 * 
 Social Sciences -.06 .01  *** -.06 .01 *** 
 Business -.07 .01  *** -.07 .01 *** 
 Communications, Media, and Public Relations -.03 .02   -.03 .02  
 Education .07 .02 *** .07 .02 *** 
 Engineering .04 .02 ** .04 .02 ** 
 Health Professions -.06 .01 *** -.06 .01 *** 
 Social Service Professions -.04 .02 * -.04 .02 * 
 Other .06 .02 ** .06 .02 ** 
 Undecided -.19 .02 *** -.19 .02 *** 
Traditional age -.17 .02 *** -.17 .02 *** 
Full-time .05 .02 *** .05 .02 ** 
Taking courses all online .17 .02 * .17 .02 *** 
First generation students -.06 .01 *** -.06 .01 *** 
Educational Aspirations (Master’s degree = reference group)      
 Baccalaureate or less -.02 .01 * -.02 .01 * 
 Doctoral degree -.03 .01 *** -.03 .01 *** 
Grades (As = reference group) 
 Mostly Bs -.18 .01 *** -.18 .01 *** 
 Cs or lower -.48 .01 *** -.48 .01 *** 
Interaction Term 
 LS×CISs    -.04 .03  
 CL×CISs    .00 .04  
 SF×CISs    .04 .04  
R  .31   .31   
Adjusted R2 .09   .09   
F   372.159*** 330.893*** 
Notes. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001, two-tailed. 
a. Continuous variables (Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, Student-faculty Interaction, and Overall Institutional Satisfaction) were 
standardized prior to entry into the model.  
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Table 4.7 
 
Regression Results of Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, and Student-faculty Interaction, and Overall 
Institutional Satisfaction (Senior) 
  
 Overall Institutional Satisfaction 
a 
Student Characteristics B SE of B Sig. B SE of B Sig. 
(Constant) -.01 .00 *** -.01 .00 *** 
Learning Strategiesa .16 .00 *** .16 .00 *** 
Collaborative Learninga .01 .00 * .01 .00 * 
Student-faculty Interaction a .17 .00 *** .17 .00 *** 
CISs -.23 .03 *** -.22 .03 *** 
Female .04 .01 *** .04 .01 *** 
Disciplinary Areas (Arts and Humanities = reference group) 
 
Biological Sciences, Agriculture, and Natural 
Resources .01 .01  .01 .01  
 
Physical Sciences, Mathematics, and 
Computer Science -.02 .02  -.02 .02  
 Social Sciences .09 .01 *** .09 .01 *** 
 Business .13 .01 *** .13 .01 *** 
 
Communications, Media, and Public 
Relations .09 .02 *** .09 .02 *** 
 Education .08 .01 *** .08 .01 *** 
 Engineering .07 .01 *** .07 .01 *** 
 Health Professions .04 .01 *** .04 .01 *** 
 Social Service Professions .14 .01 *** .14 .01 *** 
 Other .09 .01 *** .09 .01 *** 
 Undecided -.20 .06 ** -.20 .06 ** 
Traditional age .00 .01  .00 .01  
Full-time .02 .01 * .02 .01 * 
Taking courses all online .24 .01 *** .24 .01 *** 
First generation students -.02 .01 ** -.02 .01 ** 
Educational Aspirations (Master’s degree = reference group)      
 Baccalaureate or less -.05 .01 *** -.05 .01 *** 
 Doctoral degree -.05 .01 *** -.05 .01 *** 
Grades (As = reference group) 
 Mostly Bs -.19 .01 *** -.19 .01 *** 
 Cs or lower -.50 .01 *** -.50 .01 *** 
Interaction Term 
 LS×CISs    .04 .04  
 CL×CISs    .01 .04  
 SF×CISs    -.05 .04  
R  .32   .32   
Adjusted R2 .10   .10   
F   577.557*** 513.453*** 
Notes. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001, two-tailed. 
a. Continuous variables (Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, Student-faculty Interaction, and Overall Institutional Satisfaction) were 
standardized prior to entry into the model.  
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4. To what extent do first-year and senior CISs differ in their utilization of learning 
strategies, collaborative learning, student-faculty interaction, controlling for student 
demographic characteristics, educational aspiration, and grades? To what extent do first-
year and senior CISs differ in overall institutional satisfaction, controlling for CIS learning 
strategies, collaborative learning, student-faculty interaction, and a set of student 
characteristics? 
In the OLS model, with Learning Strategies as the dependent variable, the results showed 
that the utilization of effective Learning Strategies was not statistically significantly different 
between first-year CISs and senior CISs, controlling for other student characteristics. A 
significant regression equation was found (F(21,1947) = 5.063, p < .001) with an adjusted 𝑅2 
of .04, which means that 4% of the variance in the CIS utilization of effective Learning 
Strategies can be explained by this model. Because effective Learning Strategies was not 
significantly different between first-year and senior CISs, this finding did not support Hypothesis 
Four, which stated that first-year CIS engagement in effective learning strategies will be 
statistically significant lower than that of senior CISs. Please see Table 4.8 for more details of the 
model.  
As shown in Table 4.9, first-year CISs and senior CISs did not statistically and 
significantly differ in Collaborative Learning, controlling for other student characteristics. A 
significant regression equation was found (F(21, 1936) = 1.692, p < .05) with an adjusted 𝑅2 
of .01, which means that 1% of the variance in CIS Collaborative Learning could be explained 
by this model. Because Collaborative Learning was not significantly different between first-year 
and senior CISs, this finding did not support Hypothesis Four that first-year CIS engagement in 
collaborative learning would be statistically significant lower than that of senior CISs. 
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Based on the OLS model with the Student-faculty Interaction as the dependent variable, 
the results showed that senior CISs had a higher Student-faculty Interaction than first-year CISs 
(B = .20, p <.001), controlling for other student characteristics. Specifically, the coefficient 
means that senior CIS scores in Student-faculty Interaction was .2 standard deviation higher than 
first-year CISs, holding all other variables constant. A significant regression equation was found 
(F(21, 1970) = 3.567, p < .001) with an adjusted 𝑅2 of .03, which means that 3% of the variance 
in CIS interaction with faculty members could be explained by this model. Because senior CIS 
Student-faculty Interaction was significantly higher than that of first-year CISs, this finding 
supported Hypothesis Four which stated that first-year CIS engagement in student-faculty 
interaction would be statistically significant lower than that of senior CISs. Please see Table 4.10 
for more details about the model.  
As shown in Table 4.11, first-year CISs and senior CISs did not differ significantly in 
their Overall Institutional Satisfaction, controlling for other student characteristics. A significant 
regression equation was found (F(24, 1829) = 10.537, p < .001) with an adjusted 𝑅2 of .11, 
which means that 11% of the variance in CIS Overall Institutional Satisfaction could be 
explained by this model. Because Overall Institutional Satisfaction was not significantly different 
between first-year and senior CISs, this finding did not support Hypothesis Four, which asserted 
that first-year CIS overall institutional satisfaction will be statistically significant lower than that 
of senior CISs. 
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Table. 4.8 
 
Regression Results of Learning Strategies of CISs 
 
  Learning Strategies a 
Student Characteristics B SE of B Sig. 
(Constant) .05 .04  
Senior -.07 .04  
Female .19 .04 *** 
Disciplinary Areas (Arts and Humanities = reference group) 
 
Biological Sciences, Agriculture, and Natural 
Resources .15 .12  
 
Physical Sciences, Mathematics, and Computer 
Science .13 .09  
 Social Sciences .13 .09  
 Business .18 .07 ** 
 Communications, Media, and Public Relations -.06 .11  
 Education -.05 .17  
 Engineering .09 .09  
 Health Professions .31 .12 * 
 Social Service Professions .27 .25  
 Other .03 .13  
 Undecided -.09 .13  
Traditional age -.10 .06  
Full-time -.05 .09  
Taking courses all online -.10 .14  
First generation students -.15 .04 ** 
Educational Aspirations (Master’s degree = reference group)   
 Baccalaureate or less .00 .04  
 Doctoral degree .10 .06  
Grades (As = reference group) 
 Mostly Bs -.19 .04 *** 
 Cs or lower -.39 .10 *** 
R  .23   
Adjusted R2 .04   
F 5.063***   
Notes. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001, two-tailed. 
a. The continuous variable Learning Strategies was standardized prior to entry into the model.  
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Table. 4.9 
 
Regression Results of Collaborative Learning of CISs 
 
  Collaborative Learning a 
Student Characteristics B SE of B Sig. 
(Constant) -.06 .04  
Senior .05 .04  
Female -.10 .04 * 
Disciplinary Areas (Arts and Humanities = reference group) 
 
Biological Sciences, Agriculture, and Natural 
Resources .02 .13  
 
Physical Sciences, Mathematics, and Computer 
Science -.07 .09  
 Social Sciences -.03 .09  
 Business .07 .07  
 Communications, Media, and Public Relations -.07 .12  
 Education -.22 .18  
 Engineering .12 .09  
 Health Professions .04 .13  
 Social Service Professions -.03 .27  
 Other .01 .13  
 Undecided .02 .14  
Traditional age .06 .07  
Full-time -.12 .09  
Taking courses all online -.21 .14  
First generation students -.11 .04 * 
Educational Aspirations (Master’s degree = reference group)   
 Baccalaureate or less .05 .05  
 Doctoral degree -.03 .06  
Grades (As = reference group) 
 Mostly Bs -.05 .04  
 Cs or lower -.22 .10 * 
R  .13   
Adjusted R2 .01   
F   1.692*     
Notes. * p<.05, ** p<.01, ***p<.001, two-tailed. 
a. The continuous variable Collaborative Learning was standardized prior to entry into the model.  
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Table. 4.10 
 
Regression Results of Student-faculty Interaction of CISs 
 
 Student-faculty Interaction
a 
Student Characteristics B SE of B Sig. 
(Constant) .05 .04  
Senior .20 .04 *** 
Female -.12 .04 ** 
Disciplinary Areas (Arts and Humanities = reference group) 
 
Biological Sciences, Agriculture, and Natural 
Resources -.30 .13 * 
 
Physical Sciences, Mathematics, and Computer 
Science -.18 .09  
 Social Sciences .03 .10  
 Business -.12 .07  
 Communications, Media, and Public Relations -.05 .12  
 Education -.07 .18  
 Engineering -.08 .09  
 Health Professions -.07 .13  
 Social Service Professions -.54 .26 * 
 Other -.13 .13  
 Undecided .01 .14  
Traditional age .18 .07 ** 
Full-time -.04 .09  
Taking courses all online -.06 .14  
First generation students -.06 .04  
Educational Aspirations (Master’s degree = reference group)   
 Baccalaureate or less .17 .05 *** 
 Doctoral degree .19 .06 ** 
Grades (As = reference group) 
 Mostly Bs -.15 .04 *** 
 Cs or lower -.24 .10 * 
R  .19   
Adjusted R2 .03   
F   3.567***     
Notes. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001, two-tailed. 
a. The continuous variable Student-faculty Interaction was standardized prior to entry into the model.  
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Table 4.11 
Regression Results of Overall Institutional Satisfaction of CISs 
 
  
Overall Institutional 
Satisfactiona 
Student Characteristics B SE of B Sig. 
(Constant) -.21 .04 *** 
LS .15 .02 *** 
CL .05 .02 * 
SF .13 .02 *** 
Senior .06 .04  
Female .04 .04  
Disciplinary Areas (Arts and Humanities = reference group) 
 
Biological Sciences, Agriculture, and Natural 
Resources -.06 .11  
 
Physical Sciences, Mathematics, and Computer 
Science -.10 .08  
 Social Sciences .08 .09  
 Business -.03 .07  
 Communications, Media, and Public Relations -.10 .10  
 Education .23 .16  
 Engineering .13 .08  
 Health Professions .11 .11  
 Social Service Professions .10 .24  
 Other .00 .12  
 Undecided -.06 .13  
Traditional age -.09 .06  
Full-time -.15 .08  
Taking courses all online .27 .12 * 
First generation students .01 .04  
Educational Aspirations (Master’s degree = reference group)   
 Baccalaureate or less -.06 .04  
 Doctoral degree .04 .06  
Grades (As = reference group) 
 Mostly Bs -.13 .04 ** 
 Cs or lower -.50 .09 *** 
R  .35   
Adjusted R2 .11   
F   10.537***   
Notes. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001, two-tailed. 
a. The continuous variables Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, Student-faculty Interaction, and Overall Institutional Satisfaction was 
standardized prior to entry into the model.  
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5. Does a student’s country of origin (China vs. the U.S.) moderate the impact of class 
standing (first-year vs. senior) on learning strategies, collaborative learning, student-
faculty interaction, and overall institutional satisfaction? 
To answer the fifth research question, an interaction term was entered into the OLS 
regression model to determine whether the effect of the student’s country of origin moderated the 
effect of class standing on Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, Student-faculty 
Interaction and Overall Institutional Satisfaction respectively. The interaction term was non-
significant, which means that the student’s country of origin did not moderate the effect of class 
standing on Learning Strategies. In other words, the negative relationship between class standing 
and student utilization of effective Learning Strategies did not significantly vary between CISs 
and U.S. students. A significant regression equation was found (F(23, 217345) = 593.433, p 
< .001) with an adjusted 𝑅2 of .06, which means that 6% of the variance in students’ Learning 
Strategies could be explained by this model. For the full model, the R2 change was very close to 
0. The ∆F(1,217345) =.02, which was not statistically significant. This finding did not support 
the hypothesis. Hypothesis Five indicated that a student’s country of origin (China vs. the U.S.) 
would moderate the impact of class standing (first-year vs. senior) on effective Learning 
Strategies. However, the insignificant interaction term indicated that a student’s country of origin 
did not moderate the impact of class standing on effective Learning Strategies. Please see more 
details in Table 4.12.  
As shown in Table 4.13., the interaction term between the student country of origin and 
class standing was also non-significant. This result means that the student’s country of origin did 
not moderate the impact of class standing on Collaborative Learning. In other words, the positive 
relationship between class standing and Collaborative Learning did not significantly vary 
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between CISs and U.S. students. A significant regression equation was found (F(23, 216649) = 
1262.543, p < .001) with an adjusted 𝑅2 of .12, which means that 12% of the variance in 
students’ Collaborative Learning could be explained by this model. For the full model, the R2 
change was very close to 0. The ∆F(1, 216649) =1.73, which was not statistically significant. 
This finding did not support the hypothesis. Hypothesis Five indicated that a student’s country of 
origin (China vs. the U.S.) would moderate the impact of class standing (first-year vs. senior) on 
Collaborative Learning. However, the insignificant interaction term indicated that a student’s 
country of origin did not moderate the impact of class standing on Collaborative Learning.  
The results from Table 4.14 showed that the interaction term (B = -.12) between the 
student country of origin and class standing was significant (p <.01). This result means that the 
student’s country of origin did moderate the effect of student class standing on Student-faculty 
Interaction. In other words, the positive relationship between student class standing and Student-
faculty Interaction did significantly vary between CISs and U.S. students. The slopes of the 
regression lines between Student-faculty Interaction and student class standings were different 
between CISs and U.S. students. The coefficient of the interaction term indicated how different 
those slopes were.  
Specifically, the coefficient of the interaction term CISs × Senior was -.12, which means 
that the effect of being a senior CIS was .12 standard deviation lower than for U.S. students. In 
this model, the effect for senior U.S. students was .35, whereas the effect for senior CISs 
was .23. A significant regression equation was found (F(23, 218092) = 944.531, p < .001) with 
an adjusted 𝑅2 of .09, which means that 9% of the variance in students’ Student-faculty 
Interaction could be explained by this model. For the full model, the R2 change was very close to 
0. The ∆F(1, 218092) = 8.46, which was statistically significant (p <.01). The significant 
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interaction term in the regression model supported Hypothesis Five, which asserted that a 
student’s country of origin (China vs. the U.S.) would moderate the impact of class standing 
(first-year vs. senior) on Student-faculty Interaction. 
The results from Table 4.15 showed that the interaction term (B = .13) between the 
student’s country of origin and class standing was significant (p <.01). This result means that the 
student’s country of origin did moderate the effect of the students’ class standing on their Overall 
Institutional Satisfaction. In other words, the negative relationship between being a senior 
student and students’ Overall Institutional Satisfaction did significantly vary between CISs and 
U.S. students. The slopes of the regression lines between Overall Institutional Satisfaction and 
student class standings were different between CISs and U.S. students. 
The coefficient of the interaction term CISs × Senior was .13, which means that the effect 
of being a senior CIS was .13 standard deviation higher than for U.S. students. In this model, the 
effect for senior U.S. students was -.06, whereas the effect for senior CISs was .07. A significant 
regression equation was found (F(26, 208080) = 849.399, p < .001) with an adjusted 𝑅2 of .10, 
which means that 10% of the variance in students’ Overall Institutional Satisfaction could be 
explained by this model. For the full model, the R2 change was very close to 0. The ∆F(1, 
208080) = 8.78, which was statistically significant (p <.01). The significant interaction term in 
the model supported Hypothesis Five, which stated that a student’s country of origin (China vs. 
the U.S.) would moderate the impact of class standing (first-year vs. senior) on Overall 
Institutional Satisfaction.  
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Table 4.12 
 
Regression Results of Student Characteristics and Learning Strategies 
 
  Learning Strategies a 
Student Characteristics B SE of B Sig. B SE of B Sig. 
(Constant) .01 .00 ** .01 .00 ** 
Senior -.11 .00 *** -.11 .00 *** 
CISs .08 .02 *** .08 .02 *** 
Female .16 .00 *** .16 .00 *** 
Disciplinary Areas (Arts and Humanities = reference group) 
 
Biological Sciences, Agriculture, and Natural 
Resources 
.05 .01 *** .05 .01 *** 
 
Physical Sciences, Mathematics, and Computer 
Science 
-.11 .01 *** -.11 .01 *** 
 Social Sciences .03 .01 ** .03 .01 ** 
 Business .01 .01 
 .01 .01  
 Communications, Media, and Public Relations -.02 .01 
 -.02 .01  
 Education .04 .01 *** .04 .01 *** 
 Engineering -.15 .01 *** -.15 .01 *** 
 Health Professions .13 .01 *** .13 .01 *** 
 Social Service Professions .04 .01 *** .04 .01 *** 
 Other -.03 .01 ** -.03 .01 ** 
 Undecided -.13 .02 *** -.13 .02 *** 
Traditional age -.31 .01 *** -.31 .01 *** 
Full-time -.02 .01 ** -.02 .01 ** 
Taking courses all online .11 .01 *** .11 .01 *** 
First generation students .06 .00 *** .06 .00 *** 
Educational Aspirations (Master’s degree = reference group)      
 Baccalaureate or less -.15 .00 *** -.15 .00 *** 
 Doctoral degree .13 .01 *** .13 .01 *** 
Grades (As = reference group) 
 Mostly Bs -.12 .00 *** -.12 .00 *** 
 Cs or lower -.33 .01 *** -.33 .01 *** 
Interaction Term 
 CISs × Senior   -.01 .04  
R  .24   .24   
Adjusted R2 .06   .06   
F   620.409*** 593.433*** 
Notes. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001, two-tailed. 
a. The continuous variable Learning Strategies was standardized prior to entry into the model.  
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Table 4.13 
 
Regression Results of Student Characteristics and Collaborative Learning 
 
  Collaborative Learning a 
Student Characteristics B SE of B Sig. B SE of B Sig. 
(Constant) .00 .00  .00 .00  
Senior .16 .00 *** .16 .00 *** 
CISs -.06 .02 ** -.06 .02 ** 
Female .03 .00 *** .03 .00 *** 
Disciplinary Areas (Arts and Humanities = reference group) 
 
Biological Sciences, Agriculture, and Natural 
Resources 
.32 .01 *** .32 .01 *** 
 
Physical Sciences, Mathematics, and Computer 
Science 
.26 .01 *** .26 .01 *** 
 Social Sciences .04 .01 *** .04 .01 *** 
 Business .30 .01 *** .30 .01 *** 
 Communications, Media, and Public Relations .19 .01 *** .19 .01 *** 
 Education .31 .01 *** .31 .01 *** 
 Engineering .60 .01 *** .60 .01 *** 
 Health Professions .39 .01 *** .39 .01 *** 
 Social Service Professions .12 .01 *** .12 .01 *** 
 Other .17 .01 *** .17 .01 *** 
 Undecided .05 .02 ** .05 .02 ** 
Traditional age .26 .01 *** .26 .01 *** 
Full-time .27 .01 *** .27 .01 *** 
Taking courses all online -.72 .01 *** -.72 .01 *** 
First generation students -.04 .00 *** -.04 .00 *** 
Educational Aspirations (Master’s degree = reference group)      
 Baccalaureate or less -.10 .00 *** -.10 .00 *** 
 Doctoral degree .05 .01 *** .05 .01 *** 
Grades (As = reference group) 
 Mostly Bs .03 .00 *** .03 .00 *** 
 Cs or lower -.14 .01 *** -.14 .01 *** 
Interaction Term 
 CISs × Senior   -.06 .04  
R  
 
.34  .34   
Adjusted R2  .12  .12   
F   1319.848*** 1262.543*** 
Notes. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001, two-tailed. 
a. The continuous variable Collaborative Learning was standardized prior to entry into the model.  
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Table 4.14 
 
Regression Results of Student Characteristics and Student-faculty Interaction  
 
  Collaborative Learning a 
Student Characteristics B SE of B Sig. B SE of B Sig. 
(Constant) -.04 .00 *** -.04 .00 *** 
Senior .35 .00 *** .35 .00 *** 
CISs .21 .02 *** .21 .02 *** 
Female -.04 .00 *** -.04 .00 *** 
Disciplinary Areas (Arts and Humanities = reference group) 
 
Biological Sciences, Agriculture, and Natural 
Resources 
-.15 .01 *** -.15 .01 *** 
 
Physical Sciences, Mathematics, and Computer 
Science 
-.17 .01 *** -.17 .01 *** 
 Social Sciences -.16 .01 *** -.16 .01 *** 
 Business -.15 .01 *** -.15 .01 *** 
 Communications, Media, and Public Relations .03 .01 * .03 .01 * 
 Education .06 .01 *** .06 .01 *** 
 Engineering -.25 .01 *** -.25 .01 *** 
 Health Professions -.10 .01 *** -.09 .01 *** 
 Social Service Professions -.05 .01 *** -.05 .01 *** 
 Other -.09 .01 *** -.09 .01 *** 
 Undecided -.22 .02 *** -.22 .02 *** 
Traditional age .29 .01 *** .29 .01 *** 
Full-time .22 .01 *** .22 .01 *** 
Taking courses all online -.44 .01 *** -.44 .01 *** 
First generation students .04 .00 *** .04 .00 *** 
Educational Aspirations (Master’s degree = reference group)      
 Baccalaureate or less -.13 .00 *** -.13 .00 *** 
 Doctoral degree .21 .01 *** .21 .01 *** 
Grades (As = reference group) 
 Mostly Bs -.06 .00 *** -.06 .00 *** 
 Cs or lower -.15 .01 *** -.15 .01 *** 
Interaction Term 
 CISs × Senior   -.12 .04 ** 
R  .30   .30   
Adjusted R2 .09   .09   
F   987.046*** 944.531*** 
Notes. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001, two-tailed. 
a. The continuous variable Student-faculty Interaction was standardized prior to entry into the model.  
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Table 4.15 
 
Regression Results of Student Characteristics and Overall Institutional Satisfaction 
 
  Overall Institutional Satisfaction a 
Student Characteristics B SE of B Sig. B SE of B Sig. 
(Constant) .02 .00 *** .02 .00 *** 
LS .15 .00 *** .15 .00 *** 
CL .03 .00 *** .03 .00 *** 
SF .14 .00 *** .14 .00 *** 
Senior -.06 .00 *** -.06 .00 *** 
CISs -.28 .02 *** -.28 .02 *** 
Female .04 .00 *** .04 .00 *** 
Disciplinary Areas (Arts and Humanities = reference group) 
 
Biological Sciences, Agriculture, and Natural 
Resources 
-.03 .01 ** -.03 .01 ** 
 
Physical Sciences, Mathematics, and Computer 
Science 
-.02 .01 * -.02 .01 * 
 Social Sciences .03 .01 ** .03 .01 ** 
 Business .05 .01 *** .05 .01 *** 
 Communications, Media, and Public Relations .04 .01 *** .04 .01 *** 
 Education .08 .01 *** .08 .01 *** 
 Engineering .06 .01 *** .06 .01 *** 
 Health Professions .00 .01 
 .00 .01  
 Social Service Professions .06 .01 *** .06 .01 *** 
 Other .07 .01 *** .07 .01 *** 
 Undecided -.14 .02 *** -.14 .02 *** 
Traditional age -.02 .01 *** -.02 .01 *** 
Full-time .02 .01 ** .02 .01 ** 
Taking courses all online .24 .01 *** .24 .01 *** 
First generation students -.03 .00 *** -.03 .00 *** 
Educational Aspirations (Master’s degree = reference group)      
 Baccalaureate or less -.04 .00 *** -.04 .00 *** 
 Doctoral degree -.04 .01 *** .04 .01 *** 
Grades (As = reference group) 
 Mostly Bs -.19 .00 *** -.19 .00 *** 
 Cs or lower -.50 .01 *** -.50 .01 *** 
Interaction Term 
 CISs × Senior   .13 .04 ** 
R  .31   .31   
Adjusted R2 .10   .10   
F 882.990***  849.399*** 
Notes. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001, two-tailed. 
a. The continuous variables Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, Student-faculty Interaction, and Overall Institutional Satisfaction was 
standardized prior to entry into the model.  
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Summary of Findings 
 Among first-year students, CIS Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, and Student-
faculty Interaction had a positive and significant relationship with their Overall Institutional 
Satisfaction. The relationship between Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, Student-
faculty Interaction, and Overall Institutional Satisfaction did not vary significantly between first-
year CISs and first-year U.S. students. Among senior students, CIS Learning Strategies and 
Student-faculty Interaction had a positive and significant relationship with their Overall 
Institutional Satisfaction. The relationship between Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, 
Student-faculty Interaction and Overall Institutional Satisfaction did not vary significantly 
between senior CISs and senior U.S. students. For both first-year and senior students, CIS 
engagement in Collaborative Learning was not significantly different from their U.S. peers. CISs 
had higher scores in Learning Strategies and Student-faculty Interaction than did their U.S. peers.  
 When comparing the Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, Student-faculty 
Interaction, and Overall Institutional Satisfaction between first-year CISs and senior CISs, I 
found that first-year CISs and senior CISs did not differ in Learning Strategies, Collaborative 
Learning, and Overall Institutional Satisfaction significantly. However, senior CISs had 
significantly higher Student-faculty Interaction scores than first-year CISs. Finally, the student 
country of origin (China vs. the U.S.) did not moderate the effect of the students’ class standing 
on Learning Strategies and Collaborative Learning. However, the student’s country of origin did 
moderate the effect of students’ class standing on their Student-faculty Interaction and Overall 
Institutional Satisfaction. 
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Chapter Five: Discussion and Implications 
This chapter begins with discussing the comparison between the findings and the 
hypotheses. Then, the applicability of Hofstede’s Dimension of Culture (2001) in student 
engagement between CISs and U.S. students will be discussed. Finally, implications for future 
studies and practices will be presented.  
Discussion of Findings 
 Table 5.1 contains the comparison between the hypotheses and findings for each research 
question. The differences between the hypotheses and findings mainly came from the variation 
of Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, and Student-faculty Interaction between CISs 
and U.S. students, and the variation of student-faculty interaction between first-year CISs and 
senior CISs. The following paragraphs focus on discussing the variations in these three 
engagement indicators.  
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Table 5.1 
 
Comparison between Hypotheses and Findings 
 
No. Hypotheses Findings  
1 
LSa 
First-year: CISs ≈ U.S. students First-year: CISs > U.S. students × 
Senior: CISs ≈ U.S. students Senior: CISs > U.S. students × 
|Mfirst-year CISs - Mfirst-year U.S.| > |Msenior CISs – 
Msenior U.S.| 
|Mfirst-year CISs - Mfirst-year U.S.| < |Msenior CISs – 
Msenior U.S.| 
× 
CLa 
First-year: CISs > U.S. students First-year: CISs ≈ U.S. students × 
Senior: CISs > U.S. students Senior: CISs ≈ U.S. students × 
|Mfirst-year CISs - Mfirst-year U.S.| > |Msenior CISs – 
Msenior U.S.| 
|Mfirst-year CISs - Mfirst-year U.S.| < |Msenior CISs – 
Msenior U.S.| 
× 
SFa 
First-year: CISs <U.S. students First-year: CISs > U.S. students × 
Senior: CIS < U.S. students Senior: CIS > U.S. students × 
|Mfirst-year CISs - Mfirst-year U.S.| > |Msenior CISs – 
Msenior U.S.| 
|Mfirst-year CISs - Mfirst-year U.S.| > |Msenior CISs – 
Msenior U.S.| 
✓ 
2 
First-year 
LS, CL, and SF will all have a positive 
and strong relationship with Overall 
Institutional Satisfaction 
LS, CL, and SF all had a positive and 
strong relationship with Overall 
Institutional Satisfaction 
✓ 
Senior 
LS, CL, and SF all have a positive and 
strong relationship with Overall 
Institutional Satisfaction 
LS, CL, and SF had a positive and strong 
relationship with Overall Institutional 
Satisfaction 
∆ 
3 
First-year 
The relationship between CISs’ LS, CL, 
SF, and overall institutional satisfaction 
will be statistically different from the 
relationship of those four measures 
among U.S. students. 
The relationship between CISs’ LS, CL, 
SF, and overall institutional satisfaction 
was not statistically different from the 
relationship of those four measures among 
U.S. students. 
× 
Senior 
The relationship between CISs’ LS, CL, 
SF, and overall institutional satisfaction 
will be statistically different from the 
relationship of those four measures 
among U.S. students. 
The relationship between CISs’ LS, CL, 
SF, and overall institutional satisfaction 
was not statistically different from the 
relationship of those four measures among 
U.S. students. 
× 
4 
LSa First-year < Senior First-year ≈ Senior × 
CLa First-year < Senior First-year ≈ Senior × 
SFa First-year < Senior First-year < Senior ✓ 
Overall 
Institutional 
Satisfaction 
First-year < Senior First-year ≈ Senior × 
5 
LSa 
The interaction term CIS × Senior will be 
statistical significant 
The interaction term CIS × Senior was not 
statistical significant 
× 
CLa 
The interaction term CIS × Senior will be 
statistical significant 
The interaction term CIS × Senior was not 
statistical significant 
× 
SFa 
The interaction term CIS × Senior will be 
statistical significant 
The interaction term CIS × Senior was 
statistical significant 
✓ 
Overall 
Institutional 
Satisfaction 
The interaction term CIS × Senior will be 
statistical significant 
The interaction term CIS × Senior was 
statistical significant 
✓ 
Notes: “✓”: Findings supported the hypothesis; “×”: Findings did not support the hypothesis “∆”: Findings partially 
supported the hypothesis.  
a. LS: Learning Strategies, CL: Collaborative Learning, SF: Student-faculty Interaction.  
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Learning strategies. CISs’ higher scores in employment effective Learning Strategies 
among both first-year and senior students were very likely because that effective learning 
strategies were strongly emphasized by teachers during their secondary education in China. 
Although CISs had higher scores in employing effective Learning Strategies than did their U.S. 
peers, and prior studies indicated that CISs were hard workers (e.g., Valdez, 2015), I believe that 
there is still space for CISs to become more effective and efficient learners.  Based on a personal 
conversation with a faculty member in the school of business at a public university in the U.S., I 
learned that that faculty member had emphasized many times to his CISs that there was no need 
to read the entire textbook to prepare for exams. He emphasized that just reviewing class 
handouts and PowerPoint slides to digest the key knowledge of the course would be sufficient. 
However, he reflected that his CISs felt insecure when they did not read the entire textbook and 
they worried that they might miss something important from the textbook when they prepared for 
exams (personal communication, January 22, 2016). Those Chinese students were hard working 
and diligent, but their learning experiences could become more relaxed and efficient if they had 
followed that faculty member’s suggestion and trained themselves to become efficient readers. 
Collaborative learning. Among both first-year and senior students, CIS Collaborative 
Learning was not statistically different from that of U.S. students. However, the pattern of its 
individual items varied from the overall pattern. Among both first-year and senior students, CISs 
had lower mean scores for the item “explained course material to one or more students” than 
their U.S. counterparts. Maybe due to their language barriers or lack of confidence, CISs had a 
lower level of engagement in explaining course material to others than did their U.S. peers.  
Student-faculty interaction. The findings for Student-faculty Interaction indicated that 
CISs had higher interaction with faculty members among both first-year and senior students, 
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which may not fit with faculty members’ assumptions. This finding of the study can help faculty 
members better understand CIS experiences in the U.S. Additionally, when the mean scores of 
Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, and Student-faculty Interaction were compared to 
each other, I found that Student-faculty Interaction had the lowest mean scores among these 
three engagement indicators (please see more details in Table F2 in Appendix F), which 
indicated that there may be room to improve Student-faculty Interaction for all students, 
especially U.S. students.  
More investigation is needed to understand U.S. student discussions about their career 
plans with faculty members. I found that the proportions of both first-year (50.0%) and senior 
U.S. students (43.3%) who answered “Never” to the item “talked about career plans with a 
faculty member” were both nearly twice as high as the proportions of CISs who answered 
“Never” to that item (First-year CISs: 25.3%; Senior CISs: 19.4%). It is important to understand 
why a large amount of U.S. students never talked about career plan with faculty members, as 
well as to whom those U.S. students usually spoke with about their career plan instead; 
additionally, it would be beneficial to understand the extent to which faculty members are 
engaged in advising students in career development. 
I believe that frequent and quality communications with faculty members regarding 
courses and learning experiences should be encouraged among all students. Kuh (2003) argued 
that the quantity of interactions between student and faculty members does not necessarily equal 
better or higher quality interactions. Therefore, colleges and universities should not only 
encourage more frequent interaction between students and faculty members, but should also 
emphasize the quality of such student-faculty interaction.  
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Theoretical Implications of Hofstede’s Dimensions of Culture 
 This study used three out of five dimensions in Hofstede’s (2001) Dimensions of Culture 
as its conceptual grounding: individualism versus collectivism, power distance, and uncertainty 
avoidance. Overall, these three dimensions partially helped explain my findings; however, more 
theories or conceptual groundings are needed to explain the variation in student engagement 
between CISs and U.S. students. In the following paragraphs, I will discuss whether and how 
Hofstede’s Dimensions of Culture will explain the variations in student engagement in Learning 
Strategies, Collaborative Learning, and Student-faculty Interaction between CISs and U.S. 
students.  
Given the finding that, among both first-year and senior students, CIS Collaborative 
Learning was not statistically different from that of U.S. students. This finding did not support 
the hypothesis that CISs would have higher scores in Collaborative Learning than their U.S. 
students do. Hofstede’s (2001) “individualism versus collectivism” dimension was not able to 
explain the pattern of Collaborative Learning of CISs and U.S. students.  
The “uncertainty avoidance” dimension was able to explain the finding that both first-
year and senior students had higher scores in effective Learning Strategies than did their U.S. 
peers. As discussed in Chapter Two, Asian culture has stronger uncertainty avoidance. 
Conversely, people may proactively approach those things with which they are familiar. 
Although the finding about effective Learning Strategies did not support the hypothesis, it 
indicated that CISs may not avoid or even proactively employ effective learning strategies that 
they are familiar with when studying in the U.S, because effective learning strategies are often 
emphasized by teachers in class in China. However, “uncertainty avoidance” was not able to 
explain CIS Collaborative Learning. Because I was not able to know who CISs collaborated with 
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based on the survey data, “uncertainty avoidance” cannot be used here to explain if CISs studied 
more with peers from the same linguistic and cultural background in order to “avoid the 
uncertainty” of collaborating with their U.S. peers.  
Additionally, “power distance” is not able to fully explain why CISs had a higher level of 
interaction with faculty members than did their U.S. peers. In Zhang’s (2013) qualitative study 
which explored the power distance in CIS online learning in the U.S., she claimed that Chinese 
learners viewed their instructors as “authorities, major sources of knowledge, and possessing 
high power” in hierarchically-structured classes (p. 250). Consequently, CISs tended to 
demonstrate greater respect for their teachers and be more reserved when interacting with faculty 
members. However, in this study, the higher Student-faculty Interaction of CISs suggests that the 
“power distance” between students and faculty member was not as present as I initially expected. 
Additionally, that senior CISs had a higher level of Student-faculty Interaction than first-year 
CISs suggests that the “power distance” and “uncertainty avoidance” decreased among senior 
CISs as they have been involved in the U.S. colleges and universities for a longer length of time. 
As senior CISs knew better about classroom norms and got familiar with faculty members’ 
preferences in student-faculty interaction, this distance between senior CISs and faculty members 
may be shortened, and senior CIS uncertainty about the student-faculty interaction may be 
reduced.   
Implications for Research 
First, I will need a new or improved theory of culture that integrates into its tenets 
cultural impact and cultural changes. I have not found a published instrument that is specifically 
designed to measure cultural differences in college teaching, student learning, and engagement 
between China and the U.S. Additionally, there are no published instruments that can be 
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employed to assess the impact of culture on student engagement and learning, nor that measures 
how that impact of culture may change throughout a student’s undergraduate collegiate 
experiences. With such a theory, I could build an instrument that measures the impact of culture 
on student learning and engagement, that measures faculty members’ teaching in the U.S. 
context, and captures the dynamic cultural changes that take place in individuals and in 
internationalized higher education contexts. 
Second, in my future research, I will further explore the variations of effective Learning 
Strategies, Collaborative Learning, Student-faculty Interaction, and Overall Institutional 
Satisfaction between CISs and three other highly represented international college student groups 
in the U.S.: Indians, Saudi Arabians, and South Koreans. This future research will allow me to 
examine the variation of student engagement among international subgroups. I will also be able 
to use the cultural inventory I developed to examine the impact of culture on international 
student learning and engagement in the U.S. among international subgroups.  
Although this study specifically examined the engagement of CISs, different types of 
CISs exist and the engagement of CISs may vary among different CIS subgroups. The 
engagement may be different among CISs from different regions in China, CISs whose families 
have different socioeconomic statuses, or CISs who are first-generation students, and so on. 
Exploring the variations within CIS experiences will be an interesting future study about their 
engagement in U.S. colleges and universities.  
Third, the 2015 NSSE data does not allow me to track the changes of student engagement 
throughout their collegiate experiences until the year of 2018. By 2018, I will be able to obtain a 
longitudinal dataset so as to explore changes in CISs’ engagement, although the sample size may 
be small. I believe time is an important factor and a resource that is closely associated with 
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student engagement. With a longitudinal study that includes the same group of CISs and U.S. 
students over a four-year period, I will be able to examine the role of time in influencing 
individual student’s changes in their engagement, and explore the extent to which time 
influences the differences in engagement between CISs and U.S. students. Additionally, I will 
also be able to examine the changes of students’ Overall Institutional Satisfaction over time.  
Fourth, because the 2015 NSSE data does not include further detailed information in the 
Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, Student-faculty Interaction, and Overall 
Institutional Satisfaction items that allow researchers to obtain an in-depth understanding about 
students’ engagement and learning, I will add a qualitative approach that based on my 
dissertation, in my post-doctoral research projects. I plan to conduct a multi-phase ethnographic 
study that tracks the changes in CIS and U.S. student learning preferences and engagement in 
Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, and Student-faculty Interaction in the U.S. 
throughout their collegiate experiences. For example, I will be able to have an in-depth 
understanding about the quality of Student-faculty Interaction and how the quality of interaction 
with faculty members may differ between CISs and U.S. students and may change overtime. 
Such a qualitative approach will complement my quantitative longitudinal study of student 
engagement in the third point as described above.  
In addition, I would like to further explore the engagement patterns of students who 
answered “Never” to most of the learning strategies, collaborative learning, and student-faculty 
interaction items and those who had very low scores concerning their Overall Institutional 
Satisfaction. Their comments and feedback will help faculty members, staff, and institutions to 
examine and enhance the services and support provided to students. Creswell (2008) argued that 
the one-on-one interview is an ideal method for participants to express and share their thoughts 
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comfortably. Therefore, I will conduct semi-structured one-on-one interviews and observations 
with the participants’ consent. 
Fifth, this study also sets up future studies concerning the engagement of students from 
different cultural backgrounds. As discussed in Chapter Two, Zhao, Kuh, and Carini (2005) used 
students’ race and ethnicity as a proxy for country of origin. This study used students’ self-
reported country of origin as an indicator of students’ cultural differences. Languages can be 
used to distinguish students from different cultural backgrounds. Building on this study, future 
studies could ask students to self-report their first language or report the language they are most 
comfortable speaking, and combine an individual student’s first language with their race and 
country of origin to serve as an indicator of their culture. Wardhaugh (2002) argued that cultural 
values determine the use of language, and claimed that “the culture of a people finds reflection in 
the language they employ: because they value certain things and do them in a certain way, they 
come to use their language in ways that reflect what they value and what they do” (p. 219). 
Adding a student’s first language as one of the cultural indicators would allow researchers to 
capture how student engagement may vary among different student characteristic profiles and 
demographics.  
Implications for Practice 
This study will not only add a helpful piece to the current literature regarding 
international students’ engagement in the U.S. at four-year institutions, but it also has practical 
value for college teaching, student services, and the internationalization of higher education. The 
following paragraphs will present the implications of this study for students, faculty members, 
student affairs professionals, and internationalization.  
Establishing mutual understanding between CISs and U.S. students. In this study, I 
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paralleled student engagement in learning strategies, collaborative learning, and student-faculty 
interaction, as well as overall institutional satisfaction between CISs and U.S. students; this 
information will help CISs and U.S. students to establish mutual understanding about each 
other’s engagement. Information on student engagement in learning strategies, collaborative 
learning, and student-faculty interaction, and overall institutional satisfaction can be 
disseminated during new student orientations. The findings of this study can be included in the 
flyers or brochures made available by student offices on campus, such as learning centers, 
tutoring centers, or international student offices. This type of mutual understanding can help both 
CISs and U.S. students respect the learning preferences and cultures of each other, and then 
adjust their individual approaches and behaviors in group work.  
Engaging international students in an inclusive course environment. Faculty 
members can utilize the findings of this study to understand student engagement in learning 
strategies, collaborative learning, and student-faculty interaction, especially CIS engagement; it 
can then lead to the establishment and creation of effective practices to support CIS engagement 
cross-culturally as well as provide the sufficient resources they need. In practice, new faculty 
orientations, faculty learning communities, faculty reading groups, and teaching workshops are 
all great opportunities to bring faculty members together to exchange ideas and concerns about 
engaging not only CISs but all international students. Those faculty development activities can 
also help them understand the significance of engaging international students in courses and 
learn about strategies for creating engaging and inclusive classroom environments for all 
students. Some effective strategies that faculty members can apply to create inclusive classroom 
environments are role playing, small group activities, and team projects.  
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Group work is another crucial factor in student learning. The positive relationship 
between Collaborative Learning and Overall Institutional Satisfaction among senior CISs was 
not significant, but that does not mean collaborative learning is not important for senior CISs nor 
that it should be emphasized less. Faculty members may re-examine the strategies they employ 
to encourage students to learn collaboratively.  
Based on my personal experiences as a Chinese graduate student studying in the U.S., I 
often felt challenged in jumping in during a group conversation, especially during free 
discussions in class when my U.S. peers became very excited about the topic; this was my 
experience even though I was very confident about my English ability and was ready to 
contribute my perspectives to the class. Many times, I highly concentrated on every single word 
from my peers and tried to find an opportunity to “squeeze into” the discussions. If I had found 
one second between speakers in each conversation, I would be able to jump in and start 
expressing my ideas. Nevertheless, I often failed to join the “battle” in class. When I reflected on 
my strategies for joining face-to-face discussions, I believe that my Chinese culture played an 
important role in influencing my behaviors—it is polite to wait for others to finish talking and 
then start my own speech. In a qualitative study that interviewed 12 undergraduate Chinese 
learners about their online-learning experiences in the U.S., Zhang (2013) claimed the same 
Confucian-heritage cultural norm which asked others to finish talking before one could speak. 
One of the interviewees in Zhang’s (2013) study expressed the same dilemma of being polite to 
peers and being left out of class discussions in a face-to-face class setting. In addition to training 
myself to get used to the fast-paced discussions in class, I appreciate that I had understanding 
and supportive faculty members who cared about my learning experiences, understood my 
challenges, and suggested to the class in general to make sure that everyone on a team got an 
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equal opportunity to participate. I recommend that faculty members explicitly explain and make 
the entire class understand that everyone’s opinions and contributions are valued in collaborative 
learning. Faculty members could also proactively reach out to students who are quiet in class or 
group work and inquire about their questions and concerns after class. At least for myself, I was 
strongly motivated when I knew my professors cared about my learning and valued my 
perspectives.  
Encouragement may not be enough for more engagement. Instructors may consider 
requiring some amount of collaboration amongst students. I recommend that faculty members 
consider using instructor-assigned teams instead of students’ self-selected groups to avoid several 
disadvantages of student self-selected groups. With student self-selected groups, students with 
strong abilities or pre-existing friendships are more likely to team up together; under-represented 
minorities, such as female students in Science Technology Engineering and Mathematics 
(STEM) fields, will be potentially isolated (Deibel, 2005). In student self-selected groups, 
international students may also be more likely to choose to work with other international 
students. I additionally recommend that faculty members use peer evaluations in collaborative 
learning activities to encourage the team to hold each other accountable.  
Remediating language deficiencies through pre-course language trainings. Although 
language barriers might not have influenced all the lower engagement scores of CISs than U.S. 
students, they can be an important factor that may undermine international students’ engagement 
and academic performance. There has been a lot of debate among scholars and practitioners 
regarding the follow questions: Should faculty members treat international students differently in 
courses for the purpose of supporting them in learning while not putting them on the spot? How 
do faculty members keep a balance between being fair to all students and accommodating 
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international students in learning, such as allowing international students to use dictionaries in 
closed-book exams? Do faculty members have responsibilities in helping international students 
with language remediation? If faculty members are willing to help international students with 
remediation, will their teaching schedules allow them to do so?  
Based on the assessment of international students’ language proficiency, many colleges 
and universities require international students to attend intensive English programs before they 
enroll in courses or at the beginning of their academic study. However, the curriculum at many 
intensive English programs focuses on grammar, daily conversations, and writing in general. 
Some international students have been studying in intensive English programs for years but still 
feel a large disconnect between what they’ve learned in intensive English programs and the 
necessary language skills to navigate college-level classes (personal communication, May 20, 
2015). Therefore, pre-course language trainings that focus on major concepts and terminologies 
in students’ disciplinary areas and academic writing may be more practical for international 
students (Li, Chen, & Duanmu, 2010).   
Supporting international students in career development collaboratively. For many 
faculty members, advising international students about job searches either in the U.S. or in their 
home countries can be very challenging. Taking advising CISs as an example, when advising 
CISs who want to pursue their careers back in China after graduation, faculty members may not 
know the job market very well or the norms of professionalism in China. When talking to CISs 
who want to pursue a career in the U.S. after graduation, faculty members may also not well 
acknowledge immigration policies, complicated requirements for Optional Practical Training for 
international students, or the H-1B working visa petition for international employers in the U.S. 
Most of the time, students have to run between different offices on campus, such as the 
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international student office and career services office, to teach themselves about relevant 
information and requirements.  
I recommend that student affairs and academic affairs collaborate in supporting students, 
faculty members and professionals from different functional offices, so that they can serve as 
resources for each other when supporting international and all students in their academic and co-
curricular lives. However, in many cases, larger-size institutions often have a feature of loose 
coupling in their organizational structure (Birnbaum, 1988). A loosely coupled organization 
means that, although several entities are connected to each other under the big umbrella of an 
organization, entities within the organization may not have opportunities to interact with all other 
entities in the organization, so they may also not know well about the business of other entities 
that are in the same system but connected indirectly (Birnbaum, 1988). The loose coupling 
feature substantially undermines the communication and collaboration between student affairs 
and academic affairs departments and personnel, such as faculty members, academic advisors, 
career services, and international student offices, in supporting international students (Birnbaum, 
1988). When international students encounter questions about immigration, job applications, and 
course registrations, they not only need to “connect the dots” between different offices by 
themselves, but they often can become overwhelmed if they receive inconsistent or mixed 
messages. The loosely coupled systems can not only gave rise to international students’ 
frustration when they seek support, but can also create obstacles for administrators in promoting 
working efficiency.  
More and more colleges and universities have aggregated resources on and off campus to 
support international students in their job searches. For example, Indiana University-
Bloomington (IUB)’s Kelley School of Business (Kelley) has done an excellent job in bringing 
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different parties together to support international students’ job applications through its initiative 
“Immigration Bridge Program” (IBP). IBP integrates resources within and beyond Kelley and 
IUB for the purpose of assisting both international students and recruiters concerning questions 
about immigration matters and employer sponsorship (IUB Kelley, n.d.). Facing the demands 
from international students, IBP has established a proactive partnership between the 
Undergraduate Career Services Office of Kelley, the IU Office of International Services, and a 
top immigration law firm to work collaboratively. For example, the Undergraduate Career 
Services Office of Kelley invited representatives from one of the top law firms, such as 
Fragomen, Del Rey, Bernsen & Loewy LLP, to facilitate a workshop for international students, 
sharing information about H-1B working visa regulation, strategies for navigating the H-1B 
process with potential employers, and alternative ways to gain working experiences beyond 
those that require the H-1B working visa. In addition to IUB, the University of Illinois Urbana-
Champaign held a job fair exclusively for international students (Fischer, 2017). 
Some other schools actively provide resources and support to employers that hire 
international students. For example, the University of California, Berkeley (UC Berkeley) 
created a manual for employers about hiring international students at UC Berkeley for full-time 
positions and internship (UC Berkeley, n.d.). That manual not only provided the work 
authorization options for international students who hold an F-1 student visa or J-1 exchange 
visitor visa, but also indicated how the Career Center and International Office of Berkeley could 
support potential employers in recruiting international students at Berkeley (UC Berkeley, n.d.). I 
would also recommend that colleges and universities in the U.S. establish connections or 
partnerships with entities, such as schools, enterprises, and organizations, in the home countries 
of their international students. In these cases, for international students who want to start their 
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careers in their home countries, colleges and universities in the U.S. could support international 
students in networking and professional development with clearer goals and more available 
resources. Colleges and universities could also connect their international students with alumni 
around the world, which could help international students obtain more information about the job 
markets in different countries. The above programs and initiatives are commendable initiatives 
that could be replicated to enhance the collaboration among different entities that work with 
international students on many other campuses in the U.S. Faculty members and staff should be 
proactive in their efforts to work across the boundaries in the organizational structures of 
colleges and universities, and collaborate with peer colleagues who are working with 
international students in a wider range of areas, even overseas, to influence changes. 
Valuing student-faculty interaction in faculty promotion and award. Institutions and 
departments should value faculty members’ contributions to engaging and interacting with 
international students, and should consider faculty members’ contributions, such as student-
faculty interaction, as an important criterion in promotion and awards (Wang, BrckaLorenz, & 
Chiang, 2015). By doing so, faculty members may believe that their efforts in helping students 
are valued, and faculty members may be more strongly motivated to support students. 
Additionally, institutions and departments may also initiate programs that bring faculty members 
and student affairs professionals together to support international students. For example, several 
institutions have living-learning communities with global or international themes, such as the 
Global Village Living-Learning Center at Indiana University Bloomington (Indiana University, 
n.d.-b) and the Global Village in the International Living Learning Center at Oregon State 
University (Oregon State University, n.d.). With supportive faculty members and staff, those 
living learning communities provide a friendly platform for international and domestic students 
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who have strong interests in cultural exchange and global experiences.   
Promoting higher education internationalization. Having many international students 
on campus is an important sign of internationalization that is valued by many colleges and 
universities (Knight, 2011; de Wit, 2011). Yet, some colleges and universities have just added 
international students as marginalized and isolated groups on campus (de Wit, 2011). I believe 
that the quality of international student engagement, development, and academic success are 
closely relevant to the substantial internationalization of U.S. colleges and universities.  
The findings and implications of this study will add an important piece to the literature 
and practice of internationalization of higher education. The implications of this study will not 
only contribute to the teaching and services provided to international students, but also can be 
transferrable to study international students’ engagement in countries with educational contexts 
that are similar to the U.S. Countries or regions that face similar questions about enrolling a 
growing number of international students and supporting international students’ engagement may 
also find helpful information and implications from this study. Although there might be cultural 
differences among those countries and regions, this study may create fundamental conversations 
among scholars and practitioners for supporting international students in different countries and 
regions through professional conferences, international seminars, or online meetings. I hope this 
study may also facilitate cross-national collaborations between colleges, universities, agencies, 
governments and other entities in helping international students’ successes in higher education. 
Future studies could bring more perspectives and voices from around the world to make this 
research become global studies which could contribute to the globalization of higher education.  
Conclusion 
CISs and the entire international student body are an important component of the student 
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population in U.S. higher education institutions. Their contributions to the internationalization 
and cultural diversity on campus are enormous. International students’ engagement and overall 
institutional satisfaction are closely related to their academic success and development during 
college. U.S. colleges and universities should not only enroll them on campus but also make 
good efforts to provide them with sufficient resources and support for their engagement, 
persistence, and successful graduation (Byrd, 1991). Supporting the engagement of international 
students and all students requires collaborative work among students, faculty members, staff, 
school leaders, and policy makers. 
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Appendix F 
Descriptive Analysis of Scales, Measure, and Their Individual Items 
Frequencies 
Learning strategies. Learning Strategies was composed of three items. Among first-year 
students, 81.8% of CISs answered “Often” or “Very Often” to the item that questioned if they 
identified key information from reading assignments. This proportion was very close to that of 
first-year U.S. students (81.6%) who responded to the same item. The proportion of first-year 
CISs (70.6%) who stated that they “Often” or “Very Often” reviewed notes after class was 
slightly higher than the proportion of their U.S. peers (67.1%) who answered “Often” or “Very 
Often” to that item. Additionally, the proportion of first-year CISs (68.7%) who claimed “Often” 
or “Very Often” in response to the item which asked if they summarized what they had learned 
in class or from course materials, was higher than that of first-year U.S. students (64.6%). The 
proportions of first-year CISs who answered "Never” to those three effective Learning Strategies 
items were all lower than those of U.S. first-year students. The proportions of first-year CISs 
who answered “Very Often” to these items (about employing these three effective Learning 
Strategies items) were also all lower than the proportions of U.S. first-year students who 
answered “Very Often” to these same items. Please see Table F1 below for more details. 
 Among senior CISs, 81.3% of them answered “Often” or “Very Often” to the item that 
they identified key information from reading assignments; this result was slightly lower than the 
proportion of senior U.S. students (83.4%) who answered “Often” or “Very Often” to that same 
item. The proportion of senior CISs (70.0%) who answered “Often” or “Very Often” to the item 
“reviewed your notes after class” was higher than the proportion of their senior U.S. peers 
(63.6%) who claimed “Often” or “Very Often.” Additionally, the proportion of senior CISs 
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(69.3%) who answered “Often” or “Very Often” to the item “summarized what you learned in 
class or from course materials” was slightly higher than the proportion of senior U.S. students 
(66.3%) who answered “Often” or “Very Often” to this item. Similar to the pattern of the 
employment of effective Learning Strategies among first-year CISs and first-year U.S. students, 
the proportions of senior CISs who answered "Never” to those three effective Learning 
Strategies items were all lower than the proportions of senior U.S. students who answered 
“Never.” The proportions of senior CISs who answered “Very Often” to those three effective 
Learning Strategies items were also lower than the proportions of senior U.S. students who 
answered “Very Often.” Please see Table F1 below for more details. 
Collaborative learning. Among first-year students, 55.1% of CISs answered “Often” or 
“Very Often” to the item inquiring if they asked another student to help them understand the 
course material. That proportion was slightly lower than that of first-year U.S. students (52.5%) 
who answered “Often” or “Very Often.” The proportion of first-year CISs (56.4%) who 
answered “Often” or “Very Often” to the item asking if they helped one or more students 
understand course materials was also lower than the proportion of their U.S. peers (59.4%) who 
answered “Often” or “Very Often.” Additionally, the proportion of first-year CISs (52.3%) who 
answered “Often” or “Very Often” to the item “prepared for exams by discussing or working 
through course material with other students” was slightly higher than that of first-year U.S. 
students (51.3%). The proportion of first-year CISs (56.6%) who answered “Often” or “Very 
Often” to the item about working with other students on course projects or assignments was 
slightly higher than that of first-year U.S. students (55.1%). It is worth noting that the 
proportions of CISs who expressed “Never” to the above four Collaborative Learning items were 
all smaller than the proportions of U.S. students who answered “Never” to the same 
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Collaborative Learning items. In addition, the proportions of first-year CISs who answered 
“Very Often” to those four Collaborative Learning items were also all lower than the proportions 
of U.S. first-year students who answered “Very Often” to the same Collaborative Learning items. 
Among senior CISs, 51.1% of them answered “Often” or “Very Often” to the item “asked 
another student to help you understand course material,” which was higher than that of senior 
U.S. students (41.8%) who answered “Often” or “Very Often.” The proportion of senior CISs 
(55.0%) who answered “Often” or “Very Often” to the item “explained course material to one or 
more students” was lower than the proportion of their senior U.S. peers (59.8%) who answered 
“Often” or “Very Often” to that item. Additionally, the proportion of senior CISs (49.7%) who 
answered “Often” or “Very Often” to the item “prepared for exams by discussing or working 
through course material with other students” was slightly higher than the proportion of senior 
U.S. students (46.9%) who answered “Often” or “Very Often” to this item. The proportion of 
senior CISs (66.8%) who answered “Often” or “Very Often” to the item “worked with other 
students on course projects or assignments” was slightly higher than the proportion of senior 
U.S. students (65.6%) who answered “Often” or “Very Often” to that item. Similar to the pattern 
of first-year students, the proportions of senior CISs who expressed “Never” to the above four 
Collaborative Learning items were all smaller than the proportions of senior U.S. students who 
answered “Never” to the same Collaborative Learning items. Moreover, the proportions of senior 
CISs who answered “Very Often” to those four Collaborative Learning items were also all lower 
than the proportions of U.S. senior students who answered “Very Often” to those same items. 
Please see more details in Table F1 below.   
Student-faculty interaction. Among first-year students, 33.3% of CISs answered 
“Often” or “Very Often” to the item which asked if they talked about career plans with a faculty 
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member. That proportion was lower than that of first-year U.S. students (34.9%) who answered 
“Often” or “Very Often” to this item. The proportion of first-year CISs (33.7%) who answered 
“Often” or “Very Often” to the item “worked with a faculty member on activities other than 
coursework (committees, student groups, etc.)” was much higher than the proportion of their 
first-year U.S. peers (19.8%) who answered “Often” or “Very Often” for that item. Additionally, 
the proportion of first-year CISs (42.9%) who answered “Often” or “Very Often” to the item 
“discussed course topics, ideas, or concepts with a faculty member outside of class” was much 
higher than that of first-year U.S. students (26.7%) who answered “Often” or “Very Often.” 
Finally, the proportion of first-year CISs (37.9%) who answered “Often” or “Very Often” to the 
item about discussing their academic performance with a faculty member was higher than that of 
first-year U.S. students (30.5%). It is worth noting that except for the item “talked about career 
plans with a faculty member,” the proportions of first-year CISs who expressed “Never” to the 
other three Student-faculty Interaction items were all much smaller than the proportions of first-
year U.S. students who answered “Never” to the same Student-faculty Interaction items. 
Noticeably, 25.3% of first-year CISs and 50.0% first-year U.S. students reported that they never 
worked with a faculty member on activities other than course work. Additionally, 30.5% of first-
year U.S. students never discussed course topics, ideas, or concepts with a faculty member 
outside of class. The proportion of first-year CISs who answered “Very Often” to the items 
“worked with a faculty member on activities other than coursework,” “discussed course topics, 
ideas, or concepts with a faculty member outside of class,” and “discussed your academic 
performance with a faculty member” were higher than the proportions of first-year U.S. students 
who answered “Very Often” to those same Student-faculty Interaction items. However, fewer 
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first-year CISs (9.5%) answered “Very Often” to the item “talked about career plans with a 
faculty member” than did their first-year U.S. peers (12.0%).  
Among senior students, 39.1% of CISs answered “Often” or “Very Often” to the item 
about whether they had talked about career plans with a faculty member. That proportion was 
lower than that of senior U.S. students (44.8%) who answered “Often” or “Very Often” to the 
item about discussing career plans with a faculty member. The proportion of senior CISs (36.7%) 
who answered “Often” or “Very Often” to the item “worked with a faculty member on activities 
other than coursework (committees, student groups, etc.)” was much higher than the proportion 
of their senior U.S. peers (28.2%) who also answered “Often” or “Very Often” to that item. 
Additionally, the proportion of senior CISs (42.8%) who answered “Often” or “Very Often” to 
the item “discussed course topics, ideas, or concepts with a faculty member outside of class” was 
higher than that of senior U.S. students (35.0%) who answered “Often” or “Very Often” for this 
same item. The proportion of senior CISs (39.4%) who answered “Often” or “Very Often” to the 
item about discussing academic performance with a faculty member was higher than that of 
senior U.S. students (34.3%). The proportions of senior CISs who expressed “Never” in response 
to the above four Student-faculty Interaction items were all smaller than the proportions of senior 
U.S. students who answered “Never” to those same Student-faculty Interaction items. It is worth 
noting that 43.3% of senior U.S. students never “worked with a faculty member on activities 
other than coursework,” whereas 19.4% of senior CISS never did so. Additionally, 25.7% of 
senior U.S. students never “discussed course topics, ideas, or concepts with a faculty member 
outside of class,” whereas 11.3% of senior CISs never did. The proportions of senior CISs who 
answered “Very Often” to those four Student-faculty Interaction items were also all lower than 
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the proportions of U.S. senior students who answered “Very Often” to those same items. Please 
see more details in Table F1 below.  
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Table F1 
 
Frequencies of Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, and Student-faculty Interaction Individual Items 
  
 First-year Senior  
 CISs U.S. Students CISs U.S. Students  
 Count % Count % Count % Count % 
Learning Strategies 
Identified key information 
from reading assignments 
Never 3 .3% 1,349 1.5% 3 .3% 2,535 1.9% 
Sometimes 202 17.9% 15,610 16.9% 187 18.4% 19,704 14.8% 
Often 562 49.7% 39,077 42.3% 506 49.9% 50,341 37.7% 
Very often 363 32.1% 36,288 39.3% 319 31.4% 60,982 45.7% 
Reviewed your notes after 
class 
Never 13 1.2% 4,296 4.7% 18 1.8% 9,712 7.3% 
Sometimes 317 28.3% 26,075 28.3% 285 28.2% 38,841 29.2% 
Often 463 41.3% 30,284 32.9% 436 43.2% 40,208 30.2% 
Very often 329 29.3% 31,475 34.2% 271 26.8% 44,465 33.4% 
Summarized what you 
learned in class or from 
course materials 
Never 23 2.1% 5,605 6.1% 13 1.3% 8,713 6.6% 
Sometimes 320 29.1% 26,698 29.2% 293 29.4% 35,857 27.2% 
Often 454 41.3% 32,359 35.4% 449 45.0% 45,063 34.2% 
Very often 301 27.4% 26,623 29.2% 243 24.3% 42,306 32.1% 
Collaborative Learning 
Asked another student to 
help you understand 
course material 
Never 48 4.3% 7,617 8.3% 53 5.3% 17,443 13.1% 
Sometimes 456 40.6% 36,189 39.2% 439 43.6% 60,252 45.2% 
Often 414 36.8% 31,243 33.9% 368 36.5% 36,073 27.1% 
Very often 206 18.3% 17,170 18.6% 147 14.6% 19,538 14.7% 
Explained course material 
to one or more students 
Never 31 2.8% 3,822 4.2% 29 2.9% 6,368 4.8% 
Sometimes 459 40.8% 33,455 36.4% 421 42.1% 47,194 35.5% 
Often 441 39.2% 35,907 39.0% 386 38.6% 49,642 37.3% 
Very often 193 17.2% 18,791 20.4% 164 16.4% 29,883 22.5% 
Prepared for exams by 
discussing or working 
through course material 
with other students 
Never 97 8.6% 12,629 13.7% 75 7.4% 23,857 17.9% 
Sometimes 440 39.0% 32,395 35.1% 434 42.9% 47,032 35.2% 
Often 398 35.3% 27,852 30.2% 332 32.8% 35,468 26.6% 
Very often 192 17.0% 19,491 21.1% 171 16.9% 27,133 20.3% 
 
Worked with other 
students on course 
projects or assignments 
Never 50 4.5% 6,074 6.6% 26 2.6% 7,805 5.9% 
Sometimes 437 38.9% 35,358 38.3% 310 30.6% 38,087 28.6% 
Often 427 38.1% 32,754 35.5% 407 40.2% 46,111 34.6% 
Very often 208 18.5% 18,061 19.6% 269 26.6% 41,394 31.0% 
Student-faculty Interaction 
Talked about career plans 
with a faculty member 
Never 228 20.1% 17,667 19.2% 115 11.4% 22,079 16.6% 
Sometimes 528 46.6% 42,324 45.9% 499 49.5% 51,458 38.6% 
Often 269 23.8% 21,082 22.9% 277 27.5% 33,532 25.2% 
Very often 107 9.5% 11,074 12.0% 117 11.6% 26,142 19.6% 
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Worked with a faculty 
member on activities 
other than coursework 
(committees, student 
groups, etc.) 
Never 285 25.3% 45,914 50.0% 195 19.4% 57,537 43.3% 
Sometimes 462 41.0% 27,781 30.2% 441 43.9% 37,874 28.5% 
Often 281 24.9% 11,759 12.8% 253 25.2% 20,895 15.7% 
Very often 99 8.8% 6,453 7.0% 115 11.5% 16,550 12.5% 
Discussed course topics, 
ideas, or concepts with a 
faculty member outside of 
class 
Never 147 13.0% 28,051 30.5% 114 11.3% 34,111 25.7% 
Sometimes 497 44.1% 39,287 42.8% 463 45.9% 52,251 39.3% 
Often 347 30.8% 16,701 18.2% 305 30.3% 28,613 21.5% 
Very often 137 12.1% 7,844 8.5% 126 12.5% 17,903 13.5% 
Discussed your academic 
performance with a 
faculty member 
Never 167 14.8% 20,846 22.7% 122 12.2% 29,140 21.9% 
Sometimes 532 47.2% 42,936 46.8% 485 48.4% 58,108 43.8% 
Often 311 27.6% 18,990 20.7% 283 28.2% 28,641 21.6% 
Very often 116 10.3% 8,981 9.8% 112 11.2% 16,874 12.7% 
 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Effect Sizes 
The means, standard deviations of individual items of these three engagement indicators 
(Learning Strategies, Collaborative Learning, and Student-faculty Interaction) and the Overall 
Institutional Satisfaction measure were also calculated, respectively. Independent-samples t-tests 
and Cohen’s d effect sizes were used to examine the differences between CISs and U.S. students 
in each engagement indicator and the Overall Institutional Satisfaction measure. Additionally, 
independent-samples t-tests and Cohen’s d effect sizes were also used to examine the differences 
in each individual item of the above three engagement indicators and the Overall Institutional 
Satisfaction measure between CISs and U.S. The engagement and overall institutional 
satisfaction of first-year and senior students in CIS groups and U.S. student groups were 
examined separately. 
When reporting and interpreting Cohen’s d effect sizes, it is essential to provide and 
consider various contexts of study. Cohen (1988) reluctantly provided the rule of thumb for 
descriptors (Small, d = .2; Medium, d = .5; and Large, d =.8). These descriptors have been 
widely used by scholars. However, based on an empirical study of 984 institutions that 
participated in the 2013 and 2014 NSSEs, Rocconi and Gonyea’s (2015) paper recommended 
new cutoffs for interpreting Cohen’s effect sizes when examining NSSE Engagement indicators, 
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High-Impact Practices, and student engagement data. Rocconi and Gonyea (2015) proposed to 
use .1, .3, and .5 to examine the effect sizes for NSSE Engagement Indicators, which are more 
adequate for interpreting NSSE results. 
This study employed Cohen’s rules of thumb (.2, .5, and .8) for interpreting effect sizes 
when examining the effect sizes of individual items in each Engagement Indicator (e.g. Learning 
Strategies, Collaborative Learning, and Student-faculty Interaction). However, when examining 
the effect sizes of each Engagement Indicator as a scale, the cutoffs for interpreting effect sizes 
proposed by Rocconi and Gonyea (2015) (.1, .3, and .5) were used.  
Learning strategies. The mean and standard deviation of each item in the Learning 
Strategies scale were calculated among first-year CISs and first-year U.S. students, and among 
senior CISs and senior U.S. students. Based on the independent-samples t-test results, CISs had a 
lower mean score than U.S. students in “identified key information from reading assignments” 
among both first-year (p < .01) and senior students (p < .001). Cohen’s effect size values (First-
year: d = -.08; Senior: d = -.19) suggested a low effect size (Cohen, 1988). Senior CISs had a 
higher mean score than senior U.S. students in “reviewed your notes after class” (p < .05). 
Cohen’s effect size value (d = .06) suggested a low effect size (Cohen, 1988). First-year CISs 
had a higher mean score in “summarized what you learned in class or from course materials” 
than that of first-year U.S. students (p < .01). Cohen’s effect size value (d = .07) suggested a low 
effect size (Cohen, 1988). More details can be found in Table F2.  
An independent-samples t-test was conducted to compare the Learning Strategies scale 
between first-year CISs and first-year U.S. students, and then between senior CISs and senior 
U.S. students. Although the mean score of first-year CISs in Learning Strategies (M = 40.39) was 
slightly higher than that of first-year U.S. students (M = 40.23), the mean difference was not 
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statistically significant. Additionally, no significant difference was found in the Learning 
Strategies mean score between senior CISs and senior U.S. students, although senior CISs (M = 
39.97) had a slightly lower score than that of senior U.S. students (M = 40.55). More details can 
be found in Table F2.  
Collaborative learning. The mean and standard deviation of each item in the 
Collaborative Learning scale were calculated among first-year CISs and first-year U.S. students, 
and among senior CISs and senior U.S. students. Based on the independent-samples t-test results, 
CISs had a higher mean score than U.S. students for the item that “asked another student to help 
you understand course material” among both first-year students (p < .05) and senior students (p 
< .001). Cohen’s effect size values suggested a low effect size for both first-year and senior 
students (First-year: d = .07; Senior: d = .19) (Cohen, 1988). CISs had a lower mean score than 
U.S. students for the item that “explained course material to one or more students” among both 
first-year students (p < .05) and senior students (p < .001). Cohen’s effect size values suggested a 
low effect size for both first-year and senior students (First-year: d = -.06; Senior: d = -.11) 
(Cohen, 1988). Senior CISs had a higher mean score than senior U.S. students in the item 
“prepared for exams by discussing or working through course material with other students” (p 
< .001). Cohen’s effect size value (d = .10) suggested a low effect size (Cohen, 1988). More 
details can be found in Table F2.  
An independent-samples t-test was conducted to compare the Collaborative Learning 
scale between first-year CISs and first-year U.S. students, and then between senior CISs and 
senior U.S. students. The Collaborative Learning mean score for senior CISs (M = 33.86) was 
significantly higher than the score of senior U.S. students (M = 33.04) (p < .05). Cohen’s effect 
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size value (d = .06) suggested a low effect size (Rocconi & Gonyea, 2015). More details can be 
found in Table F2.  
Student-faculty interaction. The mean and standard deviation of each item in the 
Student-faculty Interaction scale were calculated among first-year CISs and first-year U.S. 
students, and among senior CISs and senior U.S. students. Based on the independent-samples t-
test results, CISs had a lower mean score than U.S. students in “talked about career plans with a 
faculty member” for both first-year students (p < .05) and senior students (p < .01). Cohen’s 
effect size values suggested a low effect size for both first-year and senior students (First-year: d 
= -.06; Senior: d = -.09) (Cohen, 1988). CISs had a higher mean score than U.S. students in the 
item “worked with a faculty member on activities other than coursework (committees, student 
groups, etc.)” for both first-year students (p < .001) and senior students (p < .001). Cohen’s 
effect size values suggested a low to medium effect size for both first-year and senior students 
(First-year: d = .44; Senior: d = .30) (Cohen, 1988). CISs also had a higher mean score than U.S. 
students in the item “discussed course topics, ideas, or concepts with a faculty member outside of 
class” for both first-year students (p < .001) and senior students (p < .001). Cohen’s effect size 
values suggested a low to medium effect size for both first-year and senior students (First-year: d 
= .41; Senior: d = .22) (Cohen, 1988). Finally, CISs also had a higher mean score than U.S. 
students in the item “discussed your academic performance with a faculty member” for both 
first-year students (p < .001) and senior students (p < .001). Cohen’s effect size values suggested 
a low effect size for both first-year and senior students (First-year: d = .18; Senior: d = .14) 
(Cohen, 1988). 
An independent-samples t-test was conducted to compare Student-faculty Interaction 
scale between first-year CISs and first-year U.S. students, and then between senior CISs and 
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senior U.S. students. The Student-faculty Interaction mean score for first-year CISs (M = 25.71) 
was higher than that of first-year U.S. students (M = 21.32) (p < .001). Cohen’s effect size value 
(d = .30) suggested a medium effect size (Rocconi & Gonyea, 2015). The Student-faculty 
Interaction mean score for senior CISs (M = 27.60) was higher than that of senior U.S. students 
(M = 24.62) (p < .001). Cohen’s effect size value (d = .18) suggested a low effect size (Rocconi 
& Gonyea, 2015). More details can be found in Table F2.  
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Table F2  
 
Scales, Component Items, and Independent-Samples T-Test of Engagement Indicators between CIS and U.S. Students 
 
During the current school year, about how often have you done the following?  
(1 = Never, 2 = Sometimes, 3 = Often, 4 = Very often) 
  First-year Senior 
  CISs U.S. Students 
Sig. ESa 
CISs U.S. Students Sig. 
ESa   Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD  
Learning 
Strategies (First-
year students' α 
= .770; Senior 
students' α = .783) 
40.39 13.03 40.23 14.18  .01 39.97 12.34 40.55 14.81  -.04 
 
Identified key 
information from 
reading 
assignments 
3.14 .70 3.19 .76 ** -.08 3.12 .70 3.27 .78 *** -.19 
 Reviewed your 
notes after class 
2.99 .79 2.97 .90  .02 2.95 .79 2.90 .95 * .06 
  
Summarized 
what you learned 
in class or from 
course materials 
2.94 .80 2.88 .90 ** .07 2.92 .76 2.92 .92   .01 
Collaborative 
Learning (First-
year students' α 
= .816; Senior 
students' α = .808) 
33.50 13.11 33.26 14.17  .02 33.86 12.56 33.04 14.58 * .06 
 
Asked another 
student to help 
you understand 
course material 
2.69 .82 2.63 .88 * .07 2.60 .80 2.43 .89 *** .19 
 
Explained course 
material to one 
or more students 
2.71 .78 2.76 .82 * -.06 2.69 .78 2.77 .85 *** -.11 
 
Prepared for 
exams by 
discussing or 
working through 
course material 
with other 
students 
2.61 .87 2.59 .97  .02 2.59 .85 2.49 1.01 *** .10 
  
Worked with 
other students on 
course projects 
or assignments 
2.71 .82 2.68 .86   .03 2.91 .82 2.91 .91   .01 
Student-faculty 
Interaction (First-
year students' α 
= .832; Senior 
students' α= .855) 
25.71 14.62 21.32 14.75 *** .30 27.60 14.40 24.62 16.47 *** .18 
 
Talked about 
career plans with 
a faculty 
member 
2.23 .88 2.28 .91 * -.06 2.39 .84 2.48 .99 ** -.09 
 
Worked with a 
faculty member 
on activities 
other than 
2.17 .91 1.77 .92 *** .44 2.29 .91 1.97 1.04 *** .30 
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coursework 
(committees, 
student groups, 
etc.) 
 
Discussed course 
topics, ideas, or 
concepts with a 
faculty member 
outside of class 
2.42 .86 2.05 .91 *** .41 2.44 .85 2.23 .98 *** .22 
  
Discussed your 
academic 
performance 
with a faculty 
member 
2.33 .85 2.18 .89 *** .18 2.38 .84 2.25 .94 *** .14 
Notes: *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 (two tailed).  
a. Effect size.  
 
Overall institutional satisfaction. The mean and standard deviation of each item in the 
Overall Institutional Satisfaction measure were also calculated among first-year CISs and first-
year U.S. students, respectively, and among senior CISs and senior U.S. students. Per the 
independent-samples t-test results among first-year students, both CISs and U.S. students rated 
their entire educational experiences in their institutions as “Good” or “Excellent.” However, 
first-year CISs rated their entire educational experiences at their institutions lower than did their 
first-year U.S. peers (p <.001). Cohen’s effect size value (d = -.29) suggested a low to medium 
effect size (Cohen, 1988). When were asked “If you could start over again, would you go to the 
same institution you are now attending?” on average, both first-year CISs and first-year U.S 
students indicated at least “Probably yes.” First-year CISs had a lower mean score than their 
first-year U.S. peers in their opinion on starting over from the same institution (p < .001). 
Cohen’s effect size value (d = -.23) suggested a low effect size (Cohen, 1988). 
In examining the scores of senior students, CISs had a lower mean score than did U.S. 
students concerning their entire educational experience (p < .001). Cohen’s effect size value (d 
= -.21) suggested a low effect size (Cohen, 1988). The pattern of senior students’ answers to the 
item “If you could start over again, would you go to the same institution you are now 
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attending?” was similar to the pattern of the answers from first-year students. On average, both 
senior CISs and senior U.S. students indicated at least “Probably yes.” Senior CISs had a lower 
mean score than their senior U.S. peers in their opinion on starting over from the same 
institution (p < .001). Cohen’s effect size value (d = -.15) suggested a low effect size (Cohen, 
1988). 
An independent-samples t-test was conducted to compare the Overall Institutional 
Satisfaction measure between first-year CISs and first-year U.S. students, and then between 
senior CISs and senior U.S. students. The mean score of first-year CIS Overall Institutional 
Satisfaction (M = 40.69) was lower than that of first-year U.S. students (M = 44.61) (p < .001). 
Cohen’s effect size value (d = -.29) suggested a low to medium effect size (Cohen, 1988). The 
mean score of senior CIS Overall Institutional Satisfaction (M = 42.01) was lower than that of 
senior U.S. students (M = 44.92) (p < .001). Cohen’s effect size value (d = -.20) suggested a low 
effect size (Cohen, 1988). The mean differences in Overall Institutional Satisfaction between 
first-year CISs and first-year U.S. students (mean difference = 3.92) was larger than that 
between senior CISs and senior U.S. students (mean difference = 2.91). More details can be 
found in Table F3.  
It is worth noting that among both first-year and senior students, CISs had significantly 
lower satisfaction with their institutions. This finding suggests that U.S. colleges and 
universities should further investigate the satisfaction of CISs, and even the entire international 
student group on campuses. By finding out the factors that influence international students’ 
satisfaction, colleges and universities will be able to come up with effective solutions to 
enhance international students’ Overall Institutional Satisfaction. Additionally, the mean 
difference in Overall Institutional Satisfaction between first-year CISs and first-year U.S. 
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students was larger than that between senior CISs and senior U.S. students. This finding 
indicates that senior students may be more involved in collegiate life in the U.S. than first-year 
CISs, and they may have more opportunities to express their opinions on the resources and 
support that they have received from their colleges and universities. Therefore, college and 
universities should understand students’ experiences and satisfactions through different 
channels and in different stages throughout their studies.  
Table F3  
 
The Component Items of Overall Institutional Satisfaction Measure and t-tests between CISs 
and U.S. Students 
 
  First-year Senior 
  CISs U.S. students   CISs U.S. students   
  Mean SD Mean SD Sig. 
Effect 
Size 
Mean SD Mean SD 
Sig
. 
Effect 
Size 
Overall Institutional 
Satisfaction (First-year 
students' α = .753; 
Senior students' 
α= .809) 
40.69 11.16 44.61 13.65 *** -.29 42.01 12.34 44.92 14.64 *** -.20 
 
How would you 
evaluate your entire 
educational 
experience at this 
institution? 
(1= Poor, 2= Fair, 3= 
Good, 4= Excellent) 
3.03 .64 3.23 .77 *** -.29 3.12 .66 3.28 .75 *** -.21 
  
If you could start over 
again, would you go 
to the same institution 
you are now 
attending? 
(1= Definitely no, 2= 
Probably no, 3= 
Probably yes, 4= 
Definitely yes) 
3.04 .68 3.23 .81 *** -.23 3.09 .73 3.22 .85 *** -.15 
Notes: *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 (two tailed). 
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